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Letter  L 

S  I  R, 

I  HAVE  lately  met  with  a  book  of  yours, 
entitled — The  Age  of  Reason,  part  the 
fecond,  being  an  inveftigation  of  true  and  of 
fabulous  theology  y — and  I  think  it  not  incon- 
fiftent  with  my  ftation,  and  the  duty  I  owe  to 
fociety,  to  trouble  you  and  the  world  with  fome 
obfervations  on  fo  extraordinary  a  performance. 
Extraordinary  I  efteem  it  ;  not  from  any  nov¬ 
elty  in  the  objections  which  you  have  produced 
againft  revealed  religion,  (for  I  fmd  little  or  no 
novelty  in  them,)  but  from  the  zeal  with  which 
you  labour  to  diffeminate  your  opinions,  and 
from  the  confidence  with  which  you  efteem 
them  true.  You  perceive,  by  this,  that  I  give 
you  credit  for  your  fmcerity,  how  much  foever 
I  may  queftion  your  wifdom,  in  writing  in  fuch 
a  manner  on  fuch  a  fubjeCt  :  and  I  have  no  re¬ 
luctance  in  acknowledging,  that  you  po fiefs  a 
confiderable  ftiare  of  energy  of  language,  and 
acutenefs  of  inveftigation  ;  though  I  muft  be 
allowed  to  lament,  that  thefe  talents  have  not 
been  applied  in  a  manner  more  ufeful  to  hu¬ 
man  kind,  and  more  creditable  to  yourfelf. 

I  begin 
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*  beT  with,y°ur  preface.  You  therein 

nuKi’n  •  at  ^°U  ba<^  ^onS  an  intention  of 
JL  1  linS  >°ur  thoughts  upon  religion,  but 
‘  •  X  °.u  ba<^  originally  .referved  it  to  a  later 
period  in  life.  I  hope  there  is  no  want  of  char- 

frvr  ifh  d'nu^ a  •tbat  ^  W0U^  irave  been  fortunate 
•  '  ^nrian  world,  had  your  life  been  ter¬ 

minated  before  you  had  fulfilled  your  intention. 

5ln  fpn?TP  J°"r  PurP°fe  you  will  have 
/  ^  .ec, llle  ,^a:th  of  thoufands  ;  rooted  from 
e  minds  of  the  unhappy  virtuous  all  their 
comfortable  aflurance  of  a  future  recompenfe  : 
have  annmilated  m  the  minds  of  the  flagitious 
all  their  fears  of  future  punilhment ;  you  will 
nave  given  the  reins  to  the  domination  of  every 
paliion,  and  have  thereby  contributed  to  the  in- 
trocmdion  of  the  public  infecurity,  and  of  the 
private  unhappmefs,  ufually  and  almoft  neceffa- 
nly  accompanying  a  ftate  of  corrupted  morals. 

.5*  one  _can  think  worfe  of  confeflion  to  a 
prieit  and  lubfequent  abfolution,  as  pradifed  in 
the  church  of  Rome,  than  I  do  :  but  I  cannot, 
vnh  you,  attribute  the  guillotine-maffacres  to 
that  caufe.  Men’s  minds  were  not  prepared, 
as  you  fuppofe,  for  the  commiflion  of  all  man- 
ner  of  crimes,  by  any  dodrines  of  the  church 
of  Rome,  corrupted  as  I  efteem  it,  but  by  their 
not  thoroughly  believing  even  that  religion. 
What  may  not  fociety  exped  from  thofe,  who 
fhall  imbibe  the  principles  of  your  book  ? 

A  fever,  which  you  and  thofe  about  you  ex- 
peded  would  prove  mortal,  made  you  remern- 
ber,  with  renewed  fatisfadion,  that  you  had 
■written  the  former  part  of  your  Age  of  Rea¬ 
son  j  and  you  know  therefore,  you  fay,  by 

experience, 
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experience,  the  confcientious  trial  of  your  own 
principles.  I  admit  this  declaration  to  be  a 
proof  of  the  fincerity  of  your  perfuafion,  but  I 
cannot  admit  it  to  be  any  proof  of  the  truth  of 
your  principles.  What  is  confcience  ?  Is  it,  as 
lias  been  thought,  an  internal  monitor  implant¬ 
ed  in  us  by  the  Supreme  Being,  and  dictating 
to  us,  on  all  occafions,  what  is  right  or  wrong  ? 

Or  is  it  merely  our  own  judgment  of  the  moral 
re&itude  or  turpitude  of  our  own  actions  ?  I 
take  the  word  (with  Mr.  Locke)  in  the  latter, 
as  in  the  only  intelligible  fenfe.  Now  who  fees 
not  that  our  judgments  of  virtue  and  vice,  right 
and  wrong,  are  not  always  formed  from  an  en¬ 
lightened  and  difpaffionate  ufe  of  our  reafon,  in 
the  inveftigation  of  truth  ?  They  are  more  gen¬ 
erally  formed  from  the  nature  of  the  religion 
we  profefs ;  from  the  quality  of  the  civil  gov¬ 
ernment  under  which  we  live  ;  from  the  gen¬ 
eral  manners  of  the  age,  or  the  particular  man-  i 

ners  of  the  perfons  with  whom  we  aflociate  ; 
from  the  education  we  have  bad  in  our  youth  ; 
from  the  books  we  have  read  at  a  more  ad¬ 
vanced  period  ;  and  from  other  accidental 
caufes.  Who  fees  not  that,  on  this  account, 
confcience  may  be  conformable  or  repugnant 
to  the  law  of  nature  ?• — may  be  certain,  or 
doubtful  ? — and  that  it  can  be  no  criterion  of 
moral  reftitude,  even  when  it  is  certain,  be- 
caufe  the  certainty  of  an  opinion  is  no  proof  of 
its  being  a  right  opinion  ?  A  man  may  be  cer¬ 
tainly  perfuaded  of  an  error  in  reafoning,  or  of 
an  untruth  in  matters  of  fact.  It  is  a  maxim  of 
every  law,  human  and  divine,  that  a  man  ought 
never  to  aft  in  oppofition  to  his  confcience  : 

A  2  but 
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but  it  will  not  from  thence  follow,  that  he  will, 
in  o  eying  the  dictates  of  his  confidence,  on 
all  occafions  ad  right.  An  inquifitor,  who 
burns  Jews  and  heretics  ;  a  Robefpierre,  who 
Biallacres  innocent  and  harmlefs  women  ;  a 
robber,  who  thinks  that  all  things  ought  to  be 
in  common,  and  that  a  ftate  of  property  is  an 
iinjult  infringement  of  natural  liberty  -thefe, 
and  a  thoufand  perpetrators  of  different  crimes, 
may  all  follow  the  dictates  of  confcience  ;  and 
may,  at  the  real  or  fuppofed  approach  of  death, 
remember  “.with  renewed  fatisfaCtion”  the 
vv?^  °^ .  ^eir  tranfaCtions,  and  experience, 
without  difmay,  “  a  confcientious  trial  of  their 
principles.”  But  this  their  confcientious  com- 
pofure  can  be  no  proof  to  others  of  the  recti¬ 
tude  of  their  principles,  and  ought  to  be  no 

pledge  to  tnemfelves  of  their  innocence,  in  ad- 
hering  to  them. 

I  have  thought  fit  to  make  this  remark,  with 
a  view  of  fuggeding  to  you  a  confideration  of 
great  importance — whether  you  have  examined 
calmly,  and  according  to  the  bed  of  your  abil¬ 
ity,  the  arguments  by  which  the  truth  of  re¬ 
vealed  religion  may,  in  the  judgment  of  learn¬ 
ed  and  impartial  men,  be  edabli/hed  ?— You 
will  allow,  that  thoufands  of  learned  and  im¬ 
partial  men,  (I  fpeak  not  of  prieds,  who,  how¬ 
ever,  are,  I  truft,  as  learned  and  impartial  as 
yourfelf,  but  of  laymen  of  the  mod  fplendid 
talents)— -you  will  allow,  that  thoufands  of 
thefe,  in  all  ages,  have  embraced  revealed  re¬ 
ligion  as  true.  Whether  thefe  men  have  all 
been  in  an  error,  enveloped  in  the  darknefs  of 
ignorance,  fhackled  by  the  chains  of  fuperdi- 

tion. 
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tion,  whilft  you  and  a  few  others  have  enjoyed 
light  and  liberty,  is  a  queftion  I  fubmit  to  the 
decifion  of  your  readers. 

If  you  have  made  the  bell  examination  you 
can,  and  yet  rejeft  revealed  religion  as  an  impof- 
ture,  I  pray  that  God  may  pardon  what  I  efteem 
your  error.  And  whether  you  have  made  this 
examination  or  not,  does  not  become  me  or 
any  man  to  determine.  That  gofpel,  which 
you  defpife,  lias  taught  me  this  moderation  ; 
it  has  faid  to  me — “  Who  art  thou  that  judgeft 
another  man’s  fervant  ?  To  his  own  mailer  he 
ftandeth  or  falleth.”  I  think  that  you  are  in 
an  error ;  but  whether  that  error  be  to  you  a 
vincible  or  an  invincible  error,  I  prefume  not 
to  determine.  I  know  indeed  where  it  is 
faid — cc  that  the  preaching  of  the  erofs  is  to 
them  that  perifh  foolilhnefs, — and  that  if  the 
gofpel  be  hid,  it  is  hid  to  them  that  are  loft.” 

The  confequence  of  your  unbelief  muft  be  left 
to  the  juft  and  merciful  judgment  of  Him,  who 
alone  knoweth  the  mechanifm  and  the  liberty 
of  our  underftandings  ;  the  origin  of  our  opin¬ 
ions.;  the  ftrength  of  our  prejudices;  the  ex¬ 
cellencies  and  the  defeats  of  our  reafoning  fac¬ 
ulties. 

I  ftiall,  designedly,  write  this  and  the  follow¬ 
ing  letters  in  a  popular  manner  ;  hoping  that 
thereby  they  may  Hand  a  chance  of  being  pe- 
rufed  by  that  clafs  of  readers,  for  whom  your 
work  feems  to  be  particularly  calculated,  and 
who  are  the  mod  likely  to  be  injured  by  it. 
The  really  learned  are  in  no  danger  of  being 
infected  by  the  poifon  of  infidelity  :  they  will 
excivfe  me,  therefore,  for  having  entered,  as 

little 
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little  as  poffible,  into  deep  difquifitions  con¬ 
cerning  the  authenticity  of  the  Bible.  The 
fubjeft  has  been  fo  learnedly,  and  fo  frequently, 
handled  by  other  writers,  that  it  does  not  want 
(I  had  almoft  faid,  it  does  not  admit)  any  far¬ 
ther  proof.  And  it  is  the  more  neceflary  to 
adopt  this  mode  of  anfwering  your  book,  be¬ 
cause  you  difclaitn  all  learned  appeals  to  other 
books,  and  undertake  to  prove,  from  the  Bible 
itfelf,  that  it  is  unworthy  of  credit.  I  hope  to 
fhew,  from  the  Bible  itfelf,  the  direct  contrary. 
But  in  cafe  any  of  your  readers  fhould  think 
that  you  had  not  put  forth  all  your  ftrength, 
by  not  referring  for  proof  of  your  opinion  to 
ancient  authors  ;  left  they  fhould  fufpect  that 
all  ancient  authors  are  in  your  favour  ;  I  will 
venture  to  affirm,  that,  had  you  made  a  learned 
appeal  to  all  the  ancient  books  in  the  world, 
facred  or  profane,  Chriftian,  Jewiffi,  or  Pagan, 
inftead  of  leflening,  they  would  have  eftablifh- 
ed,  the  credit  and  authority  of  the  Bible  as  the 
Word  of  God. 

Quitting  your  preface,  let  us  proceed  to  the 
work  itfelf ;  in  which  there  is  much  repetition, 
and  a  defefl  of  proper  arrangement.  I  will 
follow  your  track,  however,  as  nearly  as  I  can. 
The  firft  queftion  you  propofe  for  consideration 
is — cc  Whether  there  is  fufficient  authority  for 
believing  the  Bible  to  be  the  Word  of  God,  or 
whether  there  is  not  ?” — You  determine  this 
queftion  in  the  negative,  upon  what  you  are 
pleafed  to  call  moral  evidence.  You  hold 
it  impoffible  that  the  Bible  can  be  the  Word  of 
God,  becaufe  it  is  therein  faid,  that  the  Ifrael- 
ites  deftroyed  the  Canaanites  by  the  exprefs 

command 
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command  of  God  :  and  to  believe  the  Bible  to 
be  true,  we  mull,  you  affirm,  unbelieve  all  our 
belief  of  the  moral  juftice  of  God  ;  for  where¬ 
in,  you  alk,  could  crying  or  finding  infants  of¬ 
fend  ? — I  am  aftonifhed  that  fo  acute  a  reafoner 
ffiould  attempt  to  difparage  the  Bible,  by  bring¬ 
ing  forward  this  exploded  and  frequently  re¬ 
futed  objection  of  Morgan,  Tindai,  and  Boling- 
broke.  You  profefs  yourfelf  to  be  a  deift,  and 
to  believe  that  there  is  a  God,  who  created  the 
univerfe,  and  eftablifhed  the  laws  of  nature,  by 
which  it  is  fuftained  in  exigence.  You  profefs 
that  from  the  contemplation  of  the  works  of 
God,  you  derive  a  knowledge  of  his  attributes ; 
and  you  reject  the  Bible,  becaufe  it  afcribes  to 
God  things  inconfiftent  (as  you  fuppofe)  with 
the  attributes  which  you  have  difcovered  to  be¬ 
long  to  him  ;  in  particular,  you  think  it  repug¬ 
nant  to  his  moral  juftice,  that  he  fhould  doom 
to  deftruftion  the  crying  or  finding  infants  of 
the  Canaanites.  Why  do  you  not  maintain  it 
to  be  repugnant  to  his  moral  juftice,  that  he 
fhould  fuffer  crying  or  fmiling  infants  to  be 
fwallowed  up  by  an  earthquake,  drowned  by  an 
inundation,  confumed  by  a  fire,  ftarved  by 
a  famine,  or  deftroyed  by  a  peftilence  ?  The 
Word  of  God  is  in  perfect  harmony  with  his 
work  ;  crying  or  fmiling  infants  are  fubjefted  to 
death  in  both.  We  believe  that  the  earth,  at  the 
exprefs  command  of  God,  opened  her  mouth, 
and  fwallowed  up  Korah,  Dathan,  and  Abiram, 
with  their  wives,  their  fons,  and  their  little  ones. 
This  you  efteem  fo  repugnant  to  God’s  moral 
juftice,  that  you  fpurn,  as  fpurious,  the  book  in 
which  the  circumftance  is  related.  When  Ca¬ 
tania, 
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ecfbv  earth ’ Llfbon>  Were  Severally  deftroy- 
ions ^ and  .^Uak]':s’  raen  Wlth  their  wives,  their 
alive5  •  Wh  61^  Ut  6  ones’  were  fwallowed  up 
book'j!!?yd0-yOU  n,0tfPUrn’  as  ipurious,  thl 

zzzb:  “  aa  rrtai-ly 

aSvhren!0ra,1I  'A*  °f  f  Y»"  ^rot 

r  j’  ,;p/r’  L  l:ir  lli,;  ev,I«  which  the  Canaanites 
wcS  A  0m  cthe  exPrefs  command  of  God 

•*4M^trfS;r  brof“gh' on- 

in  th  ~u  nl  the  fubjeSs  of  Sufferance— not 
inftnSU  0"0titrf°r  my  Philofophy,  at  leaft, 

marilv  f 116  a  ieve’  tbat  Cfod  not  only  pri¬ 
marily  formed,  but  that  he  hath  through  all 

w!l7thXeCUKd  IaWS  °f  nature  5  and  that  he 
Wdl  thiough  all  eternity  adminifter  them,  for 

-  general  happmefs  of  his  creatures,  whether 
or  not*’  °n  CVery  occahon,  difcern  that  end 

Ja.m  .far  f[om  being  guilty  of  the  impiety  of 
queftioning  the  exiltence  of  the  moral  juflice  of 

,od?  as  Proved  either  by  natural  or  revealed 
religion  ;  what  I  contend  for  is  ihortly  this— 
hat  you  have  no  right,  in  fairnefs  of  reafomW 
_o  urge  any  apparent  deviation  from  moral 
ju  tice,  as  an  argument  againft  revealed  religion 
becaufe  you  do  not  urge  an  equally  apparent  de¬ 
viation  from  it,  as  an  argument  againft  natural 
religion  :  you  reject  the  former,  and  admit  the 
pitter,  without  confidering  that,  as  to  your  ob¬ 
jection,  they  mult  ftand  or  fall  together. 

,  As  t0  the  Canaanites,  it  is  needlefs  to  enter 
into  any  proof  of  the  depraved  ftate  of  their 

morals  $ 
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morals ;  they  were  a  wicked  people  in  the  time 
of  Abraham,  and  they,  even  then,  were  devoted 
to  deftru&ion  by  God  ;  but  their  iniquity  was 
not  then  full.  In  the  time  of  Mofes,  they  were 
idolaters,  facrificers  of  their  own  crying  or 
fmiling  infants  ;  devourers  of  human  ilefli ;  ad- 
difted  to  unnatural  lull ;  immerfed  in  the  filthi- 
nefs  of  all  manner  of  vice.  Now,  I  think,  it 
will  be  impoffible  to  prove,  that  it  was  a  pro¬ 
ceeding  contrary  to  God’s  moral  juftice,  to  ex¬ 
terminate  fo  wicked  a  people.  He  made  the 
firaelites  the  executors  of  his  vengeance ;  and, 
m  doing  this,  he  gave  fuch  an  evident  and  ter¬ 
rible  proof  of  his  abomination  of  vice,  as  could 
not  fail  to  ftrike  the  furrounding  nations  with 
aftonifhment  and  terror,  and  to  imprefs  on  the 
minds  of  the  Ifraelites  what  they  were  to  expeht, 
if  they  followed  the  example  of  the  nations 
whom  he  commanded  them  to  cut  off.  “Ye 

fhall  not  commit  any  of  thefe  abominations _ 

that  the  land  fpue  not  you  out  alfo,  as  it  fpued 
out  the  nations  that  were  before  you.”  How 
ftrong  and  defcriptive  this  language  !  the  vices 
of  the  inhabitants  were  fo  abominable,  that  the 
very  land  was  Tick  of  them,  and  forced  to  vom¬ 
it  them  rorth,  as  the  ftomach  dilgorges  a  deadly 
poifon.  1 

I  have  often  -wondered  what  could  be  the 
reafon  that  men,  not  deflitute  of  talents,  fhould 
be  defirous.  of  undermining  the  authority  of 
ievealed  religion,  and  ftudious  in  expofing,  with 
a  malignant  and  illiberal  exultation,  every  little 
difficulty  attending  the  fcriptures,  to  popular 
ammadverfion  and  contempt.  I  am  not  will- 
ing  attribute  this  ftrange  propenfity  to  what 

Plato 
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Plato  attributed  the  atheifm  of  his  time— to 
profligacy  of  manners— to  afleftation  of  An¬ 
gularity— to  grofs  ignorance,  affuming  the  fem- 
ance  of  deep  refearch  and  fuperior  fagacity  : 
1  had  rather  refer  it  to  an  impropriety  of  judg¬ 
ment,  refpefting  the  manners,  and  mental  ac¬ 
quirements,  of  human  kind  in  the  firft  ages  of 
the  world.  Mo  ft  unbelievers  argue  as  if  they 
thought  that  man,  in  remote  and  rude  antiq¬ 
uity,  in  the  very  birth  and  infancy  of  our  fpe- 
cies,  had  the  fame  diftinct  conceptions  of  one, 
eternal,  invifible,  incorporeal,  infinitely  wife, 
powerful,  and  good  God,  which  they  them- 
lelves  have  now.  This  I  look  upon  as  a  great 
miflake,  and  a  pregnant  fource  of  infidelity. 
Human  kind,,  by  long  experience  ;  by  the  in- 
fhtutions  of  civil  fociety  ;  by  the  cultivation  of 
arts  and  fciences  ;  by,  as  I  believe,  divine  in- 
ftrudion  actually  given  to  fome,  and  tradition¬ 
ally  communicated  to  all ;  is  in  a  far  more  dif- 
tmguifhed  fituation,  as  to  the  powers  of  the 
mind,  than  it  was  in  the  childhood  of  the  world* 
The  hiftory  of  man  is  the  hiftory  of  the  provi¬ 
dence  of  God  ;  who,  willing  the  fupreme  felic¬ 
ity  of  all  his  creatures,  has  adapted  his  govern¬ 
ment  to  the  capacity  ot  thofe,  who  in  different 
ages  were  the  fubjeds  of  it.  The  hiftory  of  any 
one  nation  throughout  all  ages,  and  that  of  all 
nations  in  the  fame  age,  are  but  feparate  parts 
oi  one  great  plan,  which  God  is  carrying  on 
ior  the  moral  melioration  of  mankind.  But 
who  can  comprehend  the  whole  of  this  immenfe 
defign  ?  The  fhortnefs  of  life,  the  weaknefs  of 
our  faculties,  the  inadequacy  of  our  means  of 
information,  confpire  to  make  it  impoftible  for 
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us  worms  of  the  earth  !  infers  of  an  hour ! 
completely  to  underhand  any  one  of  its  parts. 
No  man,  who  well  weighs  the  fubjed,  ought  to 
be  furprifed,  that  in  the  hiftories  of  ancient 
times  many  things  fhould  occur  foreign  to  our 
manners,  the  propriety  and  neceffity  of  which 
we  cannot  clearly  apprehend. 

It  appears  incredible  to  many,  that  God  Al¬ 
mighty  fhould  have  had  colloquial  intercourfe 
with  our  .fir ft  parents  ;  that  he  fhould  have  con¬ 
tracted  a  kind  of  friendfhip  for  the  patriarchs, and 
entered  into  covenants  with  them  ;  that  he  fhould 
have  fufpended  the  laws  of  nature  in  Egypt ; 
fhould  have  been  fo  apparently  partial  as  to  be¬ 
come  the  God  and  governor  of  one  particular 
nation  ;  and  fhould  have  fo  far  demeaned  him- 
felf,  as  to  give  to  that  people  a  burdenfome  rit¬ 
ual  of  worfhip,  ftatutes  and  ordinances,  many 
of  which  feern  to  he  beneath  the  dignity  of  his 
attention,  unimportant  and  impolitic.  I  have 
converged  with  many  deifts,  and  have  always 
found  that  the  ftrangenefs  of  thefe  things  was 
the  only  reafon  for  their  difbelief  of  them  :  noth¬ 
ing  Similar  has  happened  in  their  time;  they 
will  not,  therefore,  admit,  that  thefe  events  have 
really  taken  place  at  any  time.  As  well  might 
-a  child,  when  arrived  at  a  flats  of  manhood ? 
contend  that  he  had  never  either  flood  in  need 
of  or  experienced  the  foftering  care  of  a  moth¬ 
er’s  kindnefs,  the  wearifome  attention  of  his 
nurfe,  or  the  inftrudion  and  difcipline  of  his 
fchoolmafter.  The  Supreme  Being  feleded  one 
family  from  an  idolatrous  world  ;  nurfed  it  up,by 
various  ads  of  his  providence,  into  a  great  na« 
tion  j  communicated  to  that  nation  a  knowledge 
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dom S-  h?flnefS’  J'uft;Ce’  mercy»  power,  and  wif. 

ttoulh  5lminated  at  various  times, 

plough  every  part  of  the  earth,  that  they  might 

,  •  e-aVeV°  leaven  the  whole  lump,”  that 
ence  ofS  Ure  a]I  °;ber  nations  of  the  exift- 
Wr  fZ  preTf  God’  the  creator  and  pre¬ 
adoration  S  \ the  only  proPer  obJea  of 

that  t  h  t  Wl  h  What  reafon  can  we  expeft. 
tnat  what  /was  done  to  one  nation,  not  out  of 

n  }  P^1  trah ty  to  them,  but  for  the  general  n-00d 

t'i  6  vT  10  al,?  mode  of  in! 

„  “2  2’  'if?  'V3S  10  ’he  infancy  of  ihe 

Woild,  fliould  be  extended  to  the  maturity  of  its 

manhood,  or  to  the  iprbecility  of  its  old  ao-e? 

I  own  to  you,  that  when  I  confider  how  nearly 
man’. m  a  ravage  ftate,  approaches  to  the  brute 
creation,  as  to  intelle&ual  excellence  ;  and  when 
}.  CDntemPIate  his  miferable  attainments,  as  to 
jhe  knowledge  of  God,  in  a  civilized  date,  when 
ae  Das  had  no  divine  inftrufdon  on  the  fubiet?* 
or  when  that  inftrudion  has  been 'forgotteZ 
1  -.  °r  ab  n}e_n  have  known  Something  of  God 
irom  tradition,)  I  cannot  but  admire  the  wif- 
oom  and  goodnefs  of  the  Supreme  Beino-,  ;n 
having  let  hirnfelf  down. to  our  apprehenfions  : 
m  having  given  to  mankind,  in  the  earlieft 
ages,  fenfible  and  extraordinary  proofs  of  his 
exigence  and  attributes ;  in  having  made  the 
Jewilh  and  Chriftian  diipenfations  mediums  to 
convey  to  all  men,  through  all  ages,  that  knowl¬ 
edge  concerning  hirnfelf,  which  he  had  vouch- 
uded  to  give  immediately  to  the  hr  ft.'  I  own  it 
is  Grange,  very  ftrange,  that  he  fhould  have 
maue  an  immediate  manifeftation  of  hirnfelf  in 
tue  fit  ft  ages  of  the  world  ;  but  what  is  there 

that 
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that  is  not  ftrange  ?  It  is  ftrange  that  you  and 
I  are  here— that  there  is  water,  and  earth,  and 
air,  and  fire— that  there  is  a  fun,  and  moon, 
and  liars— that  there  is  generation,  corruption, 
reproduction.  I  can  account  ultimately  for 
none  of  thefe  things,  without  recurring  to  Him 
who  made  every  thing.  I  alfo  am  his  work- 
manfhip,  and  look  up  to  him  with  hope  of  pref- 
ervation  through  all  eternity  ;  I  adore  him  for 
his  word  as  well  as  for  his  work :  his  work  I  can¬ 
not  comprehend  :  but  his- word- hath  allured  me 
of  all  that  I  am  concerned  to  know— that  he 
hath  prepared  everlafting  happinefs  for  thofe 
who  love  and  obey  him.  This  you  will  call 
preachment,— I  will  have  done  with  it ;  but  the 
fubjeft  is  fo  vail,  and  the  plan  of  providence, 
in  my  opinion,  fo  obviouily  wife  and  good, 
that  I  can  never  think  of  it  without  having  my 
mind  filled  with  piety,  admiration  and  gratitude. 

In  addition  to  the  moral  evidence  (as  you 
are  pleafed  to  think  it)  againft  the  Bible,  you 
threaten,  in  the  progrefs  of  your  work,  to  pro¬ 
duce  fuch  other  evidence  as  even  a  prieft  can¬ 
not  deny.  A  philofopher  in  fearch  of  truth 
forfeits  with  me  all  claim  to  candour  and  im¬ 
partiality,  when  he  introduces  railing  for  rat¬ 
ioning,  vulgar  and  illiberal  farcafm  in  the  room 
of  argument.  I  will  not  imitate  the  example 
you  fet  me  ;  but  examine  what  you  lhall  pro¬ 
duce,  with  as  much  coolnefs  and  refpeft,  as  if 
you  had  given  the  priefls  no  provocation  ;  as  if 
you  were  a  man  of  the  mod  unblemilhed  char- 
after,  fubjeft  to  no  prejudices,  aftuated  by  no 
bad  defigns,  not  liable  to  have  abufe  retorted 
upon  you  with  fuccefs* 
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Letter  II. 

S  I  R, 

you  commence  your  grand  attack 
,  upon  tae  Bible,  you  wifh  to  eftablifh  a 
difference  between  the  evidence  neceffary  to 
prove  the  authenticity  of  the  Bible,  and  that  of 
any  other  ancient  book.  I  am  not  furprifed  at 
your  anxiety  on  this  head ;  for  al!  writers  on. 
tiie  iubjed  nave  agreed  in  thinking  that  St. 
Aultin  reafoned  well,  when,  in  vindicating  the 
genumenefs  of  the  Bible,  he  alked— “  What 
proofs  have  we  that  the  works  of  Plato,  Arif- 
tot  e,  Ciceio,  Varro,  and  other  profane  au¬ 
thors,  were  written  by  thofe  who fe  names  they 
bear;  unlefs  it  be  that  this  has  been  an  opinion 
generally  received  at  all  times,  and  by  all  thofe 
wno  have  lived  fince  thefe  authors  ?’J  This 
Tl-was  convinced,  that  the  evidence  which 
eitablimed  the  genuinenefs  of  any  profane  book, 
would  eftablifh  that  of  a  facred  book  ;  and  I 
profeis  myfelf  to  be  of  the  fame  opinion,  not- 

withltanding  what  you  have  advanced  to  the 
contrary. 

In  this  part  your  ideas  feem  to  ine  to  be  con- 
fufed  ;  I  do  not  fay  that  you,  defignedly,  jum¬ 
ble  together  mathematical  fcience  and  historical 
evidence ;  the  knowledge  acquired  by  demon- 
ftration,  and  the  probability  derived  from  tef- 
timony.  You  know  but  of  one  ancient  book, 
that  authoritatively  challenges  univerfal  confent 
and  belief,  and  that  is  Euclid’s  Elements.  Iff 
were  difpofed  to  make  frivolous  .objections,  I 

Ihould 
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fliould  fay  that  even  Euclid’s  Elements  had  not 
met  with  univerfal  confent  ;  that  there  had 
been  men,  both  in  ancient  and  modern  times 
who  had  queftioned  the  intuitive  evidence  of 
fome  of  his  axioms,  and  denied  the  juftnefs  of 
fome  of  his  demonftrations  :  but,  admitting  the 
truth,  I  do  not  fee  the  pertinency  of  your  cb- 
lervatiom  V  ou  are  attempting  to  fubvert  the 
authenticity  of  the  Bible,  and  you  tell  us  that 
Euclid’s  Elements  are  certainly  true.  What 
then  ?— Does  it  follow  that  the  Bible  is  certain- 
ly  falfe  ?  Ihe  moil  illiterate  fcrivener  in  the 
kingdom  does  not  want  to  be  informed  that  the 
examples  in  his  Wingate’s  Arithmetic,  are  prov¬ 
ed  by  a  different  kind  of  reafoning  from  that  by 
which  he  perfuades  himfelf  to  believe,  that  there 
was  fuch  a  per  Con  as  Henry  VIII.  or  that  there 
is  luch  a  city  as  Paris. 

It  may  be  of  ufe,  to  remove  this  confufion  in 
your  argument,  to  date,  diffin£Hy,the  difference 
between  the  genuinenefs,  and  the  authenticity, 
or  a  book.  A  genuine  book,  is  that  which  was 
written  by  the.perfon  whole  name  it  bears,  as 
the  author  of  it.  An  authentic  book,  is  that 
wmcn  relates  matters  of  fad,  as  they  really  hap- 
pened,  ^  A  book  may  be  genuine,  without  being 
authentic  ;  and  a  book  may  be  authentic  with- 
2^ .  ei,nS  genuine.  1  he  books  written  by 
,  ichardfon  and  Fielding  are  genuine  books, 
tnough  the  hiftories  of  Clariffa  and  Tom  Jones 
are  fables.  The  hiffory  of  the  ifland  of  Formo- 
a  is  a  genuine  book ;  it  was  written  by  Pfal- 
manazar ;  but  it  is  not  an  authentic  book, 

rthn°?gthV-  Wamm°ng  dleemed  as  facb>  and 
t.  anflated  into  different  languages,)  for  the  au- 
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thor,  in  the  latter  part  of  his  life,  took  fharne 
to  himfelf  for  having  impofed  on  the  world,  and 
confefied  that  it  was  a  mere  romance.  An- 
fon’s  Voyage  may  be  confulered  as  an  authen¬ 
tic  book,  it,  probably,  containing  a  true  narra¬ 
tion  of  the  principal  events  recorded  in  it ;  but 
it  is  not  a  genuine  book,  having  not  been  written 
by  "Walters,  to  whom  it  is  afcribed,  but  by 
Robins. 

This  diftin&ion  between  the  genuinenefs  and 
authenticity  of  a  book,  will  affift  us  in  detefting 
the  fallacy  of  an  argument,  which  you  ftate 
with  great  confidence  in  the  part  of  your  work 
now  under  confideration,  and  which  you  fre¬ 
quently  allude  to,  in  other  parts,  as  conclufive 
evidence  againft  the  truth  of  the  Bible.  Your 
argument  Hands  thus — If  it  be  iound  that  the 
books  afcribed  to  Mofes,  Jofhua,  and  Samjel, 
were  not  written  by  Mofes,  Jofhua,  and  Samuel, 
every  part  of  the.  authority  and  authenticity  of 
thefe  books  is  gone  at  once.  I  prelume  to 
think  otherwife.  The  genuinenefs  of  thefe 
books  (in  the  judgment  of  thole  who  fay  that 
they  were  written  by  thefe  authors)  will  cer¬ 
tainly  be  gone ;  but  their  authenticity  may  re¬ 
main  ;  they  may  ftill  contain  a  true  account  or 
real  tranfaftions,  though  the  names  of  the  wri¬ 
ters  of  them  fhould  be  found  to  be  different 
from  what  they  are  generally  efteemed  to  be. 

Had,  indeed,  Mofes  faid  that  he  wrote  the 

five  firfl  books  of  the  Bible;  and  had  Jofhua 

and  Samuel  faid  that  they  wrote  the  books  which, 

are  refpeftively  attributed  to  them  ;  and  had  it 

been  found  that  Mofes,  Jofhua,  and  Samue  > 

did  not  write  thefe  books  ;  then,  I  grant,  the 

authority 


- 
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authority  of  the  whole  would  have  been  gone 
at  once  :  thefe  men  would  have  been  found  li¬ 
ar^  as  to  the  genuinenefs  of  the  books,  and  this 
proof  of  their  want  of  veracity,  in  one  point, 
would  have  invalidated  their  teftimony  in  every 
other  ;  thefe  books  would  have  been  juftly  dog¬ 
matized,  as  neither  genuine  noi  autnentic. 

An  hiftory  may  be  true,  though  it  lliould 
not  only  be  afcribed  to  a  wrong  author,  bur. 
though  the  author  of  it  fhould  not  be  known  ; 
anonymous  teftimony  does  not  deftioy  the  iej.1- 
ity  of  facts,  whether  natural  or  miiaculous. 
Had  Lord  Clarendon  publifhed  his  Hiftory  of 
the  Rebellion  without  prefixing  his  name  to  it; 
or  had  the  hiftory  of  Titus  Livius  come  down  to 
us  under  the  name  of  Valerius  Flaccus,  or  Va¬ 
lerius  Maximus ;  the  faffs  mentioned  in  thefe 
hiftories  would  have  been  equally  certain. 

As  to  your  afiertion,  that  the  miracles  record¬ 
ed  in  Tacitus,  and  in  other  profane  hiftorians, 
are  quite  as  well  authenticated  as  thofe  of  the 
Bible — it,  being  a  mere  afiertion  deftitute  of 
proof,  may  be  properly  anfwered  by  a  contrary 
after tion.  I  take  the  liberty  then  to  fay,  that 
the  evidence  for  the  miracles  recorded  in  the 
Bible  is,  both  in  kind  and  degree,  fa  greatly 
fuperior  to  that  for  the  prodigies  mentioned  by 
Livy,  or  the  miracles  related  by  Tacitus,  as  to 
juftify  us  in  giving  credit  to  the  one  as  the  work 
of  God,  and  in  withholding  it  from  the  other  as 
the  effeft  of  fuperftition  and  impofture.  This 
method  of  derogating  from  the  credibility  of 
Chriftianity,  by  oppofing  to  the  miracles  of  our 
Saviour,  the  tricks  of  ancient  impoftors,  feems 
to  have  originated  with  Hierocles  in  the  fourth 

century  j 
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century ;  and  it  has  been  adopted  by  unbeliev¬ 
ers  from  that  time  to  inis  ;  with  this  difference, 
indeed,  that  tue  heathens  of  the  third  and 
fourth  century  admitted  that  Jefus  wrought 
miracies  ;  but  left  that  admiffion  fhould  have 
compelled  them  to  abandon  their  gods  and  be¬ 
come  Chriftians,  they  laid  that  their  Apollonius , 
their  Apuleius ,  their  Arijlecisy  did  as  great  : 
whilft  modern  deifts  deny  the  fa£t  of  Jefus 
having  ever  wrought  a  miracle.  And  they 
have  fome  reafon  for  this  proceeding  ;  they  are 
fenfible  that  the  gofpel  miracles  are  fo  different, 
in  all  their  circumftances,  from  thole  related  in 
Pagan  ftory,  that,  if  they  admit  them  to  have 
been  performed,  they  muft  admit  Chriftianity  to 
be  true  ;  hence  they  have  fabricated  a  kind  of 
deiftical  axiom — -that  no  human  teffimony  can 
eftablifli  the  credibility  of  a  miracle.  This, 
though  it  has  been  an  hundred  times  refuted,  is 
ftill  infifted  upon,  as  if  its  truth  had  never  been 
queftioned,  and  could  not  be  difproved. 

You  “  proceed  to  examine  the  authenticity 
of  the  Bible  ;  and  you  begin,  you  fay,  with 
what  are  called  the  five  books  of  Mofes,  Gene- 
iis,  Exodus,  Leviticus,  Numbers,  and  Deuteron¬ 
omy.  Your  intention,  you  profefs,  is  to  { hew 
that  thefe  books  are  fpurious,  and  that  Mofes  is 
not  the  author  of  them  ;  and  ftill  farther,  that 
they  were  not  written  in  the  time  of  Mofes,  nor 
till  feveral  hundred  years  afterwards  ;  that  they 
are  no  other  than  an  attempted  hiftory  of  the 
life  of  Mofes,  and  of  the  times  in  which  he  is 
faid  to  have  lived,  and  alfo  of  the  times  prior 
thereto,  written  by  fome  very  ignorant  and  ftu- 
pid  pretender  to  authorihip,  feveral  hundred 

years 
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years  after  the  death  of  Mofes.”  In  this  paffage 
the  utmoR  force  of  your  attack  on  the  authority 
of  the  five  books  of  Mofes  is  clearly  Rated.  You 
are  not  the  firR  who  has  Rarted  this  difficulty ; 
it  is  a  difficulty,  indeed,  of  modern  date-;  hav¬ 
ing  not  been  heard  of,  either  in  the  fynagogue, 
or  out  of  it,  till  the  twelfth  century.  About 
that  time  Aben  Ezra,  a  jew  of  great  erudition, 
noticed  fome  paffages  (the  fame  that  you  have 
brought  forward)  in  the  five  firR  books  of  the 
Bible,  which  he  thought  had  not  been  written 
by  Mofes,  but  inferted  by  fome  perfbft  after  the 
death  of  Mofes.  But  he  was  far  from  main¬ 
taining,  as  you  do,  that  thefe  books  were  writ¬ 
ten  by  fome  ignorant  and  Rupid  pretender  to 
authorfhip,  many  hundred  years  after  the  death 
Mofes.  Elobbes  contends  that  the  books  of 
Mofes  are  fo  called,  not  from  their  having  been 
written  by  Mofes,  but  from  their  containing  an 
account  of  Mofes.  Spinoza  fupported  the  lame 
opinion  ;  and  Le  Clerc ,  a  very  able  theological 
critic  of  the  laR  and  prefent  century,  once  enter¬ 
tained  the  fame  notion.  You  fee  that  this  fancy 
has  had  fome  patrons  before  you ;  the  merit 
or  the  demerit,  the  fagacity  or  the  temerity 
of  having  afferted,  that  Mofes  is  not  the  au¬ 
thor  of  the  Pentateuch,  is  not  exclufively 
yours.  Le  Clerc ,  indeed,  you  muR  not  boaft 
of.  When  his  judgment  was  matured  by  age, 
he  was  afhamed  of  what  he  had  written  on  the 
-fubjeft  in  his  younger  years  ;  he  made  a  public 
recantation  of  his  error,  by  annexing  to  his  com¬ 
mentary  on  Genefis,  a  Latin  difiertatiou — con¬ 
cerning  Mofes,  the  author  of  the  Pentateuch, 
and  his  defign  in  compofing  it.  If  in  your  fu¬ 
ture 
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ti*ie  life  you  fliould  chance  to  change  your  opin- 
on  on  the  fubjed,  it  will  be  an  honolr  to  your 

titethU  l°  eTIa?  the  mteSrit)b  and  to  imi- 
ate  the  example  of  Le  Clerc.  The  Bible  is  not 

hX  7  b°?k  wJhlch  has  undergone  the  fate  of 
?probated  .as  Spurious,  after  it  had  been 

•me,  If  Sfmne  and  authentic- for  many 
up.  It  has  been  maintained  that  the  hiftory 
oi  Herodotus  was  written  in  the  time  of  G on  ft  an- 

ZrL  anf  that,the  Claffics  are  forgeries  of  the 
thirteenth  or  fourteenth  century.  Thefe  ex¬ 
travagant  reveries  amufed  the  world  at  the  time 
or  tneir  pubacation,  and  have  long  fmee  funk 
rmo  oblivion  You  efleem  all  prophets  to  be 

..  1  •  Q  1  r*  «  ^  X  I!'  G  not  venture  to 

predict  the  fate  of  your  book. 

Before  you  produce  your  main  objections  to 
the  genumenefs  of  the  books  of  Mofes,  you  af- 

£r  .  aJ;  t!iere  1S  no  affirmative  evidence  that 
blo‘es. 1S  the  author  of  them.”  What!  no  af¬ 
firmative  ^  evidence  ?  In  the  eleventh  century 
Maimomues  drew  up  a  confeffion  of  faith  for  the 

^vVcVvh-Cn  ad  01  tbem  at  this  day  admit:  it 
conn  its  01  omy  thirteen  articles  ;  and  two  of 

twcm  a*<-  reject  to  Mofes  ;  one  affirming  the 
autnenticity,  the  other  the  genumenefs  of  his 
booKs.  the  doftrme  and  prophecy  of  Mofes  is 
tine  the  law  that  we  have  was  given  by  Mo¬ 
les.  i  ms  is  the  fait!)  of  the  Jews  at  prefent, 
and  has  been  their  faith  ever  fince  the  deftrua- 
tton  of  their  city  and  temple  ;  it  was  their  faith 
111  tile  time  v/hen  the  authors  of  the  New  Tef- 
t ament  wiore;  it  was  tueir  faith  during  their 
captivity  in  Babylon  ;  in  the  time  of  their  kings 
and  judges  j  and  no  period  can  be  Ihewn,  from 

the 
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the  age  of  Moles  to  the  prefent  hour,  in  wrhich 
it  was  not  their  faith.  Is  this  no  affirmative 
evidence  ?  I  cannot  defire  a  ftronger.  Jefcphus ? 
in  his  hook  againft  Appion ,  writes  thus — u  We 
have  only  two  and  twenty  books  which  are  to 
be  believed  as  of  divine  authority,  and  which 
comprehend  the  hiftory  of  all  ages  ;  five  belong 
to  Mofes,  which  contain  the  original  of  man,  and 
the  tradition  of  the  fucceffion  of  generations, 
down  to  his  death,  which  takes  in  a  compafs  of 
about  three  thoufand  years. ”  Do  you  confid- 
er  this  as  no  affirmative  evidence  ?  Why  fhould 
I  .mention  Ju-venhl  fpeaking  of  the  volume  which 
Mofes  Jiad  written  ?  Why  enumerate  a  long  lift 
of  profane  authors, , all  bearing  teftimonyto  the 
fact  of  Mofes  being  the  leader  and  the  lawgiv¬ 
er  of  the  Jewiffi  nation?  and  if  a  lawgiver, 
furely  a  writer  of  the  laws.  But  what  fays  the 
Bible  ?  In  Exodus  it  fays — cc  Mofes  wrote  all 
;the  words  of  the  Lord,  and  took  the  book  of 
■  the  covenant,  and  read  in  the  audience  of  the 
people.”  In  .Deuteronomy  it  fays— cc  And  it 
came  to  pafs,  when  Mofes  had  made  an  end  of 
writing  the  words  of  this  law  in  a  book,  until 
they  were  finifhed,  (this  finely  imports  the  fin- 
iffiing  a  laborious  work,)  that  Mofes  command- 
ted  the  Levines  which  bare  the  ark  of.  the  cove- 
nant  or  the  Lord,  faying,  Take  this  book  of  the 
law,  and  put  it  in  the  fide  of  the  ark  of  the  cov¬ 
enant  of  the  Lord  your  God,  that  it  may  be 
there  for  a  wltnefs  againft  thee.”  This  is  faid 
in  Deuteronomy,  which  is  a  kind  of  repetition 
..or  abridgment  of  the  four  preceding  books  ; 
and  it  is  well  known  that  the  jews  gave  the 
mame  of  the  Law  to  the  fir  ft  five  books  of  the 

Did 
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Old  Teftament.  What  poffibie  doubt  can 
there  be  that  Mofes  wrote  the  books  in  quet 
tk)ii  r  I  could  accumulate  many  other  pa-ffages 
>rom  tlie  fcriptures  to  this  purpofej  but  if  what 
.  haYe  advanced  will  not  convince  you  that  there 
affirmatne  e  v  mence,and  ot  the  ftrongeft  kind, 
roi  Moms  s  being  the  author  of  thei'e  books, 
nothing  that  i  can  advance  will  convince  you* 
What  if  I  fliould  grant  all  you  undertake  to 
prove  (the  ftupidity  and  ignorance  of  the  wri¬ 
ter  excepted)  What  d  i  fhould  admit,  that 
Samuel ,  or  Ezra ,  or  feme  other  learned  Jew, 
compoied  thefe  books,  from  public  records, 
many  years  after  the  death  of  Mofes  ?  Will  it 
follow,  that  there  was  no  truth  in  them  ?  Ac¬ 
cording  to  my  logic,  it  will  only  follow,  that 
they  are  not  genuine  books  ;  every  fa£t  record¬ 
ed  in  them  may  be  true,  whenever,  or  by  whom¬ 
soever  they  were  written.  It  cannot  be  faid 
that  the  Jews  had  no  public  records ;  the  Bible 
fui  nilhes  abundance  of  proof  to  the  contrary* 

I  by  no  means  admit,  that  thefe  books,  as  to  the 
main  part  of  them,  were  not  written  by  Mofes ; 
but  I  do  contend,  that  a  book  may  contain  a 
ti  ue  hi  (bury ,  though  we  know  not  the  author  of 
it,  or  though  we  may  be  miftaken  in  aferibing 
it  to  a  wrong  author. 

The  hr  ft  argument  you  produce  againft 
Mofes  being  the  author  of  thefe  books  is  fo  old, 
that  I  do  not  know  its  original  author  ;  and  it 
is  lo  milerable  an  one,  that  I  wonder  you  fliould 
adopt  it — 44  Ihele  books  cannot  be  written  by 
Moles,  becaufe  they  are  written  in  the  third 
perfon ;  it  is  always,  The  Lord  faid  unto  Mofes, 
or  Mofes  faid  unto  the  Lordc  This,”  you  fay, 

“  is 
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€C  is  the  ftyle  and  manner  that  hiftorians  ufe,  ini 
fpeaking  of  the  perfons  whofe  lives  and  a&ion& 
they  are  writing.”  This  obfervation  is  true, 
but  it  does  not  extend  far  enough ;  for  this  is 
the  ftyle  and  manner  not  only  of  hiftorians 
writing  of  other  perfons,  but  of  eminent  men, 
fuch  as  Xenophon  and  Jofephus ,  writing  of  them- 
felves.  If  General  Wafhington  fhould  write 
the  hiftory  of  the  American  war,  and  ihould, 
from  his  great  modefty,  fpeak  of  himfelf  in  the 
third  perfon,  would  you  think  it  reafonable 
that,  two  or  three  thouland  years  hence,  any 
perfon  fhould,  on  that  account,  contend,  that 
the  hiftory  was  not  true  ?  Cafar  writes  of  him¬ 
felf  in  the  third  perfon— it  is  always,  Casfar 
made  a  fpeech,  or  a  fpeech  was  made  to  Ca^far, 
Casfar  crofted  the  Rhine,  Csefar  invaded  Brit¬ 
ain  ;  but  every  fchool-boy  knows,  that  this  cir~ 
cumftance  cannot  be  adduced  as  a  ferious  argu- 
ment  againft  Caefar’s  being  the  author  of  his 
own  Commentaries. 

But  Mofes,  you  urge,  cannot  be  the  author 
of  the  book  of  Numbers, — becaufe  he  fays  of 
himfelf — “that  Mofes  was  a  very  meek  man, 
above  all  the  men  that  were  on  the  face  of  the 
earth.”  If  he  faid  this  of  himfelf,  he  was,  you 
fay,  “  a  vain  and  arrogant  coxcomb,  (fuch  is 
your  phrafe !)  and  unworthy  of  credit — and  if 
he  did  not  fay  it,  the  books  are  without  author¬ 
ity.”  This  your  dilemma  is  perfectly  harm- 
lefs ;  it  has  not  an  horn  to  hurt  the  weakeft; 
logician.  If  Mofes  did  not  write  this  little 
verfe,  if  it  was  inferted  by  Samuel,  or  any  of 
his  countrymen,  who  knew  his  character  and 
revered  his  memory,  will  it  follow  that  he  did 
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not  write  any  other  part  of  the  book  of  Num¬ 
bers  ?  Or  if  he  did  not  write  any  part  of  the 
book  of  Numbers,  will  it  follow  that  he  did  not 
write  any  of  the  other  books  of  which  he  is 
ufually  reputed,  the  author  ?  And  if  he  did 
write  this  of  himfelf,  ,he  v/as  juftified  by  the 
occafion  which  extorted  from  him  this  com¬ 
mendation.  Had  this  expreffion  been  written 
in  a  modern  ftyle  and  manner,  it  would  prob¬ 
ably  have  given  you  no  offence.  For  who 
Would  be  fo  faffidious  as  to  find  fault  with  an 
ijluftrious  man,  who,  being  calumniated  by  his 
near  eft  relations,  as  guilty  of  pride  and  fond  of 
power,  fhould  vindicate  his  charadter  by  faying, 
My  temper  was  naturally  as  meek  and  unaflfum- 
ing  as  that  of  any  man  upon  earth  ?  There  are 
occafions,  in  which  a  modeft  man,  who  fpeaks 
truly,  may  fpeak  proudly  of  himfelf,  without 
forfeiting  his  general  chara&er  j  and  there  is 
ho  occafion,  which  either  more  requires,  or 
more  excufes  this  condudt,  than  when  he  is 
repelling  the  foul  and  envious  afperfions  of 
thofe  who  both  knew  his  character  and  had  ex¬ 
perienced  his  Idndnefs :  and  in  that  predica¬ 
ment  ftood  Aaron  and  Miriam ,  the  accufers  of 
Mofes.  You  yourfelf  have,  probably,  felt  the 
fting  of  calumny,  and  have  been  anxious  to  re¬ 
move  the  impreffion.  I  do  not  call  you  a  vain 
and  arrogant  coxcomb  for  vindicating  your 
character,  when  in  the  latter  part  of  this  very 
work  you  boaft,  and  I  hope  truly,  “  that  the 
man  does  not  exift  that  can  fay  I  have  perfecu- 
ted  him,  or  any  man,  or  any  fet  of  men,  in  the 
American  revolution,  or  in  the  French  revolu¬ 
tion  5  or  that  I  have  in  any  cafe  returned  evii 

for 
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r  *i  >>  I  know  not  what  kings  and  pi  lefts 
mav  fay  to  this ;  you  may  not  have  returned  to 
:hJm  Jvil  for  evil,  becaufe  they  never,  I  be¬ 


lieve  did  you  any  harm;  but  you  have  done 
them  all  the  harm  you  could,  and  that  without 


provocation.  #  ,  - 

I  think  it  needlefs  to  notice  your  obfervation 

upon  what  you  call  the  dramatic  ftyle  of  Deu¬ 
teronomy  ;  it  is  an  ill-founded  hypothefis. 
You  might  as  well  afk,  where  the  author  01 
Ctefar’s  Commentaries  got  the  ipeeches  oi 
Ctefar  as  where  the  author  of  Deuteronomy 
got  the  fpeeches  of  Mofes.  But  your  argu- 
ment — that  Mofes  was  not  the  author  of  Deu¬ 
teronomy,  becaufe  the  reafon  given  in  that  book 
for  the  obfervation  of  the  fabbath  is  different 
from  that  given  in  Exodus,  merits  a  reply. 

You  need  not  be  told  that  the  very  name  or 
this  book  imports,  in  Greex,  a  repetition  oi  a 
law  ;  and  that  the  Hebrew  doctors  have  called 
it  by  a  word  of  the  fame  meaning.  In  the  him 
verfe  of  the  firft  chapter  it  is  faid  in  our  Bibles, 
“  Mofes  began  to  declare  this  law  ;  but  tne 
Hebrew  words,  more  properly  tranflated,  im¬ 
port  that  Mofes  “  began,  or  determined,  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  law.” .  This  is  no  fhift  of  mine  to  get 
over  a  difficulty  ;  the  words  are  fo  rendered  in 
molt  of  the  ancient  verfions,  and  by  Fagius, 
Vetablus ,  and  Le  Clerc ,  men  eminently^  ilulled 
in  the  Hebrew  language.  This  repetition  and 
explanation  of  the  law,  was  a  wife  and  benevo¬ 
lent  proceeding  in  Mofes  ;  that  thole  who  were 
either  not  born,  or  were  mere  infants,  when  it 
was  firft  (forty  years  before)  delivered  in  Ho- 

reb,  might  have  an  opportunity  of  knowing  it ; 

efpecially 
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talcpn^f^  aS  ^°^es  tbei'r  ^ader  was  foon  to  be 

fettlpH  ,r°  fK  the^  a  anrd  th.ey  were  about  to  be 
and  fiinlr  •  6  -miC  ^  nat'or>s  given  to  idolatry 

7.  fZ  “  V‘C<V  Now  ''her“  «  the  wonder, 
be  n,,7  ,  vatf 10m.  an<l  feme  additions,  (hould 
reZhlift  ?  “  Wh“  “  lcgi»«or  thinks  fit  to 
B«“on ?  mall)r  yearS  “fter  its  firft  Promul- 

divlded  .•ofpe-a-'°  the  fabba,h>  tbe  '«m.ed  ate 
divided  m  opinion  concerning  its  origin  •  fome 

“f’/bat  f[,was  fanftified  from  the 
c  cation  of  the  world  ;  that  it  was  obferved  by 

eSed  imifhh3TrCf0re  thc  flood  5  that  lC  was  neg- 
leaed  by  the  Israelites  during  their  bondage  in 

Egypt ;  revived  on  the  falling  of  manna  in  the 

wildernefs  and  enjoined,  as  a  pofitive  law,  at 

mount  Sinai.  Others  efteem  its  inftitution  to 

have  been  no  older  than  the  age  of  Mofes :  and 

argue  that  what  is  faid  of  the  falsification  of 

the  fabbath  in  the  book  of  Genefis,  is  faid  by 

way  of  anticipation.  There  may  be  truth  in 

both  thefe  accounts.  To  me  it  is  probable,  that 

die  memory  of  the  creation  was  handed  down 

irom  Adam  to  all  his  pofterity ;  and  that  the 

ieventh  day  was,  for  a  long  time,  held  facred 

by  ail  nations,  in  commemoration  of  that 

event ;  but  that  the  peculiar  rigidnefs  of  its 

oblervance  was  enjoined  by  Mofes  to  the  Ifrael- 

rtes  alone.  As  to  there  being  two  reafons  giv- 

en  for  its  being  kept  holy,— one,  that  on  that 

day  God  retted  from  the  work  of  creation— the 

^lat  on  day  God  had  given  them 
rett  from  the  fervitude  of  Egypt— I  fee  no  con- 

tradi&on  in  the  accounts.  If  a  man,  in  writ- 

tie  hiftoiy  of  England,  fhould  inform  his 

readers, 
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readers,  that  the  parliament  had  ordered  the 
fifth  of  November  to  be  kept  hoiy,  became  on 
that  day  God  had  delivered  the  nation  from  a 
bloody-intended  maffacre  by  gunpowder  ;  and 
if  in  another  part  of  his  hiftory,  he  fhould  affign 
the  deliverance  of  our  church  and  nation  from, 
popery  and  arbitrary  power,  by  the  arrival  or 
Kino-  William,  as  a  reafon  for  its  being  kept 
holy  ;  would  any  one  contend,  that  he  was  not 
iuftified  in  both  thefe  ways  of  expreffion,  or  tnat 
we  ought  from  thence  to  conclude,  that  he  was 

not  the  author  of  them  both  ? 

You  think — “  that  law  in  Deuteronomy  in¬ 
human  and  brutal,  which  authorifes  parents,, 
the  father  and  the  mother,  to  bring  their  own 
children  to  have  them  ftoned  to  death  for  what 
it  is  pleafed  to  call  flubbornnefs.”  You  are 
aware,  I  fuppofe,  that  paternal  power,  amongffc 
the  Romans-,  the  Gauls ,  the  Perjians ,  and  othei 
nations,  was  of  the  rnoft  arbitrary  kind ;  that 
it  extended  to  the  taking  away  the  life  of  the 
child.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  Ifraelites  in 
the  time  of  Mofes  exercifed  this  paternal  pow¬ 
er  ;  it  was  not  a  cuftom  adopted  by  all  nations, 
but  it  was  by  many  ;  and  in  the  infancy  of  fo- 
ciety,  before  individual  families  had  coalelced 
into  communities,  it  was  probably  very  general. 
Now  Mofes,  by  this  law,  which  you  efteem  bru¬ 
tal  and  inhuman,  hindered  fuch  an  extravagant 
power  from  being  either  introduced  or  exercif¬ 
ed  amongft  the  Ifraelites.  This  law  is  fo  far 
from  countenancing  the  arbitrary  power  of  a 
father  over  the  life  of  his  child,  that  it  takes 
from  him  the  power  of  accufing  the  child  be¬ 
fore  a  nracriftrate — the  father  and  the  inotner 
u  C  2  of 
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of  the  child  muft  agree  in  bringing  the  child  to 
juc  gment— -and  it  is  not  by  their  united  will 
that  the  child  was  to  be  condemned  to  death  ; 
t  le  eldeis  of  the  city  were  to  judge  whether  the 
accuiation  was  true ;  and  the  accufation  was  to 
be  not  merely,  as  you  infznuate,  that  the  child 
Was  ftubborn,  but  that  he  was  “  ftubborn  and 
lebellious,  a  glutton  and  a  drunkard.”  Con- 
fidered  in  this  light,  you  muft  allow  the  law  to 
Lave  been  an  humane  reftriction  of  a  power  im¬ 
proper  to  be  lodged  with  any  parent. 

That  you  may  abufe  the  priefts,  you  abandon 
your  fubjeft  “  Priefts,”  you  fay,  «  preach  up 
Deuteronomy,  for  Deuteronomy  preaches  up 
tythes.  I  do  not  know  that  priefts  preach  up 
Deuteronomy,  more  than  they  preach  up  other 
books  of  fcripture  ;  but  I  do  know  that  tythes 
are  not  preached  up  in  Deuteronomy,  more 
than  in  Leviticus,  in  Numbers,  in  Chronicles, 
m  Malachi,  in  the  law,  the  hiftory,  and  the 
prophets  of  the  Jewith  nation.  You  go  on— - 
“  II  is  from  this  book,  chap.  xxv.  ver.  4,  they 
have  taken  the  phrafe,  and  applied  it  to  tything. 
Thou  fhalt  not  muzzle  the  ox  when  he  tread- 
eth  out  the  corn  ;”  and  that  this  might  not 
efcape  obfervation,  they  have  noted  it  in  the  ta¬ 
ble  of  contents  at  the  head  of  the  chapter,  though 
it  is  only  a  fingle  verfe  of  lefs  than  two  lines. 

O  priefts  !  priefts  !  ye  are  willing  to  be  compar-  ' 
ed  to  an  ox  for  the  lake  of  tythes  !”  I  cannot 
call  this — reafoning — and  I  will  not  pollute  my 
page  by  giving  it  a  proper  appellation.  Had 
the  table  of  contents,  inftead  of  Amply  faying — 
the  ox  is  not  to  be  muzzled — faid— -tythes  en¬ 
joined,  or  priefts  to  be  maintained — there  would 

have 
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have  been  a  little  ground  for  your  cenfure. 
Whoever  noted  this  phrale  at  the  head  of  the 
chapter,  had  better  reafon  for  doing  it  than  you 
have  attributed  to  them*  Ihey  did  it,  becaufc 
St.  Paul  had  quoted  it,  when  he  was  proving  to 
the  Corinthians,  that  they  who  preached  the 
gofpel  had  a  right  to  live  by  the  gofpel ;  it  was 
Paul,  and  not  the  priefts,  who  firft  applied  this 
phrafe  to  tything.  St.  Paul,  indeed,  did  not 
avail  himfelf  of  the  right  he  contended  for  ;  he 
was  not,  therefore,  interefted  in  what  he  faid. 
The  reafon,  on  which  he  grounds  the  right,  is 
not  merely  this  quotation,  which  you  ridicule  ; 
nor  the  appointment  of  the  law  of  Mofes,  which 
you  think  fabulous  ;  nor  the  injunction  of  Jefus, 
which  you  defpife  ;  no,  it  is  a  reafon  founded 
in  the  nature  of  things,  and  which  no  philofo- 
pher,  no  unbeliever,  no  man  of  common  fenfe 
can  deny  to  be  a  folid  reafon  \  it  amounts  to  this 
— that  46  the  labourer  is  worthy  of  his  hire.” 
Nothing  is  fo  much  a  man’s  own,  as  his  labour 
and  ingenuity ;  and  it  is  entirely  confonant  to 
the  law  of  nature,  that  by  the  innocent  ufe  of 
thefe  he  fhould  provide  for  his  fubliftence. 
Hufbandmen,  ar tilts,  foldiers,  phyficians,  law¬ 
yers,  all  let  out  their  labour  and  talents  for  a 
ftipulated  reward  :  why  may  not  a  pried  do  the 
fame  ?  Some  accounts  of  you  have  been  publifh- 
ed  in  England  ;  but,  conceiving  them  to  have 
proceeded  from  a  defign  to  injure  your  charac¬ 
ter,  I  never  read  them.  1  know  nothing  of 
your  parentage,  your  education,  or  condition  in 
life.  You  may  have  been  elevated,  by  your 
birth,  above  the  neceffity  of  acquiring  the  means 
of  fuffaining  life  by  the  labour  either  of  hand 

or 
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°r f  be  the  cafe,  you  ought  not  to 

delpiie  thofe  who  have  come  into  the  world  in 
leis  favourable  circumftances.  If  your  origin 
as  been  leis  fortunate,  you  muff  have  fupport- 
ed  yourfelf,  either  by  manual  labour,  or  the 
exercife  of  your  genius..  Why  fhould  you  think 
that  conduct  dilreputable  in  priefts,.  which  you 
probably  confider  as  laudable  in  yourfelf?  I 
know  not  whether  you  have  not  as  great  a  dif- 
hke  of  kings  as  of  priefts:  but  that  you  may 
be  induced  to  think  more  favourably  of  men  of 
my  profeffion,  I.  will  juft  mention  to  you  that  the 
payment  of  tythes  is  no  new  inftitution,  but  that 
they  were  paid  in  the  moft  ancient  times,  not  to 
priefts  only,  but  to  kings.  I  could  give  you 
an  nundred  inftances  of  this :  two  may  be  fuffi- 
cient.  Abraham  paid  tythes  to  the  king  of  Sa¬ 
lem,  four  hundred  years  before  the  law  of 
Mofes  was  given,.  The  king  of  Salem  was  priefl 
2,1x0  of  the  moft  high  God.-  Priefts,  you  fee, 
exifted  in  the  world,  and  were  held' in  high 
cftimation,  for  kings  were  priefts,  long  before 
the  impoftures,  as  you  efteem  them,  of  the  few- 
ilh  and  Chriftian  difpenfations  were  heard  of. 
But  as  this  inftance  is  taken  from  a  book  which 

you  call  “  a  book  of  contradictions  and  lies” _ 

tile  Birde,— I  will  give  you  another,,  from  a 
book,  to  the  authority  of  which,  as  it  is  written 
by  a  profane  author,  you  probably  will  not  ob¬ 
ject.  Diogenes  Laertius,  in  his  life  of  Scion, 
cites  a  letter  of  Pififtratus  to  that  lawgiver,  in 
which  he  fays — “  I  Pififtratus,  the  tyrant,  am 
contented  with  the  ftipends  which  were  paid  to 
thofe  who  reigned  before  me  ;  the  people  of 
Athens  fet  apart  a  tenth  of  the  fruits  of  their 

land. 
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land  not  for  my  private  ufe,  but  to  be  expend¬ 
ed  in  the  public  facrifices,  and  for  the  general 

good.” 


Letter  III. 

S  I  R, 

t¥  A VING  done  with  what  you  call  the 
1  grammatical  evidence  that  Moles  was  not 
the  author  of  the  books  attributed  to  him,  you 
come  to  your  hiftorical  and  chronological  evi¬ 
dence  ;  and  you  begin  with  Genefis.  Your 
firft  argument  is  taken  from  the  Angle  word— 
Dan — being  found  in  Genefis,  when  it  appears 
from  the  book  of  Judges,  that  the  town  of  Laifli 
was  not  called  Dan,  till  above  three  hundred 
and  thirty  years  after  the  death  of  Mofes;  there¬ 
fore  the  writer  of  Genefis,  you  conclude,  mull 
have  lived  after  the  town  of  Laifh  had  the  name 
of  Dan  given  to  it.  Left  this  objection  fhould 
not  be  obvious  enough  to  a  common  capacity, 
you  illufirate  it  in  the  following  manner  : 
“  Havre-de-Grace  was  called  Havre-Marat  in 
1793  ;  fhould  then  any  datelefs  writing  be 
found,  in  after  times,  with  the  name  of  Havre- 
Marat,  it  would  be  certain  evidence  that  fuch  a 
writing  could  not  have  been  written  till  after 
the  year  1793/’  This  is  a  wrong  conclufion. 
Suppofe  fome  hot  republican  fhould  at  this  day 
publifh  a  new  edition  of  any  old  hillory  of 
France,  and  inflead  of  Havre-de-Grace  fhould 
write  Havre-Marat ;  and  that,  two  or  three 

thoufand 
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thou  fa  nd  years  hence,  a  man,  like  yourfelf, 

ion  d,  on  that  account,  rejeft  the  whole  hido- 
ty  as  lpunous,  would  he  be  judified  in  fo  do¬ 
ing  .  Would  it  not  be  reafonable  to  tell  him, 
that  tne  name  Havre-Marat  had  been  inferted, 
not  by  the  original  author  of  the  hidory,  but  by 
a  fubiequent  editor  of  it ;  and  to  refer  him,  for 
a  proof  of  the  genuinenefs  of  the  book,  to  the 
teltimony  of  the  whole  French  nation  ?  This 
iuppofitton  fo  obvioufly  applies  to  your  difficul¬ 
ty,  that  I  cannot  but  recommend  it  to  your  im¬ 
partial  attention.  But  if  this  folution  does  not 
pleafe  you,  I  defire  it  may  be  proved,  that  the 
■L)an>  mentioned  in  Genefis,  was  the  fame  towa 
as  the  Dan ,  mentioned  in  Judges.  I  defire, 
further,  to  have  it  proved,  that  the  Dan,  men¬ 
tioned  in  Genefis,  was  the  name  of  a  town,  and 
not  of  a  river.  It  is  merely  faid — Abram  pur- 
iued  them,  the  enemies  of  Lot,  to  Dan.  Now 
a  river  was  full  as  likely  as  a  town  to  flop  a 
purfiiit.  Lot,  we  know,  was  fettled  in  the  plain 
ci  jerdcm  ;  and  Jordan,  we  know,  was  compo- 

oed  of  the  united,  dreams  of  two  rivers,  called 
Jor  and  Dan.- 

Your  next  difficulty  refpe&s  its  being  faid  in 
Genefis— “  Thefe  are  the  kings  that  reigned  in 
Edom  before  there  reigned  any  king  over  the 
childien  of  Ifrael -this  pafiage  could  only  have 
been  written,  you  fay  (and  I  think  you  fay  right- 
Jy,)  after  the  fil'd  king  began  to  reign  over 
Ifrael;  fo  far  from  being  written  by  Mofes,  it 
could  not  have  been  written  till  the  time  of 
Saui  at  the  lead.”  I  admit  this  inference,  but 
I  deny  its  application.  A  fmall  addition  to  a 
book  does  not  dedroy  either  the  genuinenefs  or 

the 
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the  authenticity  of  the  whole  book.  I  am  not 
ignorant  of  the  manner  in  which  commentators 
jfave  anfwered  this  objection  of  Spinoza,  with¬ 
out  making  the  conceffion  which  I  have  made  ; 
Fut  I  have  no  fcruple  in  admitting,  that  the  paf- 
fage  in  queftion,  confifting  of  nine  veries  con¬ 
taining  the  genealogy  of  iome  kings  of  Edom, 
might  have  been  infcrted  in  the  book  of  Gen- 
efis,  after  the  book  of  'Chronicles  (which  was 
called  in  Greek  by  a  name  importing  that  it 
contained  things  left  out  in  other  books)  was 
written.  The  learned  have  fhewn,  that  inter¬ 
polations  have  happened  to  other  books  ;  but 
thefe  infertions  by  other  hands  have  never  been 
conndered  as  invalidating  the  authority  of  thole 

-t-  '  t 

books.  9  . 

■  cc  Take  away  from  Genelis/5  you  fay,  4  tuc 

belief  that  Moles  was  the  author,  on  which  only 
the  ftrange  belief  that  it  is  the  Word  of  God 
has  flood,  and-there  remains  nothing  of  Genefis 
but  an  anonymous  book  of  Itories,  fables,  tra¬ 
ditionary  or  invented  abfurdities,  or  of  down¬ 
right  lies.”  What !  is  it  a  ftory  then,  that  the 
world  had  a  beginning,  .  and  that  the  author  of 
it  was  God  ?  If  you  deem  this  a  ftory,  I  am  not 
difputing  with  a  deiftical  philofopher,  but  with 
an  atheiftic  madman.  Is  it  a  ftory,  that  our 
fir  ft  parents  fell  from  a  paradifiacal  ftate — that 
this  earth  was  deftroyed  by  a  deluge  that  Noah 
and  his  family  were  prelerved  in  the  ark, .  and 
that  the  world  has  been  re-peopled  by  his  ue- 
fcendants  ? — -Look  into  a  book  fo  common  that 
almoft  every  body  has  it,  and  fo. excellent  tout 
no  perfon  ought  to  be  without  it — Grotius  on 
the  truth  of  the  Chriftian  religion— and  you 
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will  there  meet  with  abundant  teftimony  to  the 
truth  of  all  the  principal  faffs  recorded  in  Gen- 
efis.  The  teftimony  is  not  that  of  Jews,  Chrif- 
frans,  and  priefts  ;  it  is  the  teftimony  of  the 
phiioiophers,  hiftorians,  and  poets  of  antiquity. 
Ihe  oldeft  book  in  the  world  is  Genefis  ;  and 
it  is  remarkable  that  thofe  books  which  come 
neareft  to  it  in  age,  are  thofe  which  make,  either 
the  mod  diftinfit  mention  of,  or  the  moft  evi¬ 
dent  allufion  to,  the  facts  related  in  Genefis 
concerning  the  formation  of  the  world  from  a 
chaotic  rnafs,  the  primeval  innocence  and  fub- 
^equent  fall  of  man,  the  longevity  of  mankind 
in  the  firft  ages  of  the  world,  the  depravity  of 
the  antediluvians,  and  the  deftruflion  of  the 
world.  Read  the  tenth  chapter  of  Genefis. 
It  may  appear  to  you  to  contain  nothing  but 
an  nninterefting  narration  of  the  defendants  of 
°/;>c?n ,  Haw ,  and  Japheth  ;  a  mere  fable,  an  in¬ 
vented  abfurdity,  a  downright  lie.  No,  Sir.,  it 
is  one  of  the  moft  valuable,  and  the  moft  ven¬ 
erable  records  of  antiquity.  It  explains  what 
all  profane  hiftorians  were  ignorant  of — the  or¬ 
igin  of  nations.  .  Had  it  told  us,  as  other  books 
do,  that  one  nation  had  fprung  out  of  the  earth 
they  inhabited ;  another  from  a  cricket  or  a 
grafshopper ;  another  from  an  oak ;  another 
from  a  mufhroom  ;  another  from  a  dragon's 
tooth  ;  then  indeed  it  would  have  merited  the 
appellation  you,  v/ith  fo  much  temerity,  beftow 
upon  it.  Inftead  of  thefe  abfurdities,  it  gives 
iuch  an  account  of  the  peopling  the  earth  after 
the  deluge,  as  no  other  book  in  the  world 
ever  did  give  ;  and  the  truth  of  which  all  other 
books  in  the  world,  which  contain  any  thing 

on 
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on  the  fubie&,  confirm.  The  lad  verfe  of  the 
chapter  fays — “  Thefe  are  the  families  of  the 
fons  of  Noah,  after  their  generations,  in  their 
nations  :  and  by  thefe  were  the  nations  divided 
in  the  earth,  after  the  flood.”  It  would  require 
great  learning  to  trace  out,  precifely,  either  the 
aftual  fituation  of  all  the  countries  in  which 
thefe  founders  of  empires  lettled,  or  to  ascertain, 
the  extent  of  their  dominions.  This,  however, 
has  been  done  by  various  authors,  to  the  falls- 
feftion  of  all  competent  judges  ;  fo  much  at 
lead  to  my  fadsfa&ion,  that  had  I  no  other 
proof  of  the  authenticity  of  Genefis,  I  Ihouid 
confider  this  as  fufficient.  But,  without  tne  aid 
of  learning,  any  man  who  can  barely  read  his 
Bible,  and  has  but  heard  of  fuch  people  as  the 
AJJyrians ,  the  Elamites ,  the  Lydians ,  the  Mcdes 9 
the  Ionia  ns,  the  Thracians ,  will  readily  acknowl¬ 
edge  that  they  had  AJfur ,  and  hi  am,  and  Lud , 
and  Madai ,  and  Javan,  and  Tiros,  grandfons 
of  Noah ,  for  their  refpedive  founders  ;  and 
knowing  this,  he  will  not,  I  hope,  part  with  his 
Bible,  as  a  fyftem  of  fables.  I  am  no  enemy  to 
philofophy  ;  but  when  philofophy  would  rob 
me  of  my  Bible,  I  mud  fay  of  it,  as  Cicero  faid 
of  the  twelve  tables, — This  little  book  alone  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  libraries  of  all  the  philofophers  in  the 
weight  of  its  authority,  and  in  the  extent  of 
its  utility. 

From  the  abufe  of  the  Bible,  you  proceed  to 
that  of  Mofes,  and  again  bring  forward  the  fub~ 
ject  of  his  wars  in  the  land  of  Canaan.  Ihere 
are  many  men  who  look  upon  all  war  (would 
to  God  that  all  men  faw  it  in  the  fame  light !) 
with  extreme  abhorrence*  as  affliding  mankind 
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with  calamities  riot  neceffary,  fhocking  to  hu. 
riiamty,  and  repugnant  to  reafon.  But  is  it  re¬ 
pugnant  to  reafon  that  . God  fhould,  by  an  ex- 
preis  act  of  his  providence,  deftroy  a  wicked 
.nation  I  am  fond  oi  confidering  the  goodnefs 
of  God  as  the  Lading  principle  of  his  conduft 
towards  mankind,  of  .confidering  his  juftke  as 
lubfervient  to  his  mercy.  He  punifhes  individ¬ 
uals  and  nations  with  the  rod  of  his  wrath  :  but 
1  am  perfuaded  that  all  his  punifhments  origi- 
nace  in  his  abhorrence  of  fin  ;  are  cakulated°to 
Jelien  its  influence  ;  and  are  proofs  of  his  good- 
nels mafmuch  as  it  may  not  be  poffible  for 
Omnipotence  itfe.lf  to  communicate  fupreme 
nappmels  to  the  human  race,  w  hi  lit  they  con¬ 
tinue  lervants  of  fin..  The  delfruction  of  the 
Canaanites  exhibits  to  all  nations,  in  all  ages,  a 
fignal  proof  of  God’s  difpleafure  again  ft  fin  ;  it 
has  been  to  others,  and  it  is  to  ourl'elves,  a  be¬ 
nevolent  warning.  Mofes  would  have  been  the 
wretch  you  reprefent  him,  had  he  aded  by  his 
own  authority  alone  :  but  you  may  as  realona- 
biy  attribute  cruelty  and  murder  to  the  judge 
of  the  land  in  condemning  criminals  to  death, 
as  outcheiy  and  mafiacre  to  Mofes  in  executing 
the  command  of  God.  ° 

The  Midianites,  through  the  counfel  of  Ba¬ 
laam,  and  by  the  vicious  mkrumentahty  of  their 
women,  had  feduced  a  part  of  the  Iiraelites  to 
idolatry ;  to  the  impure  worfhip  of  their  infa¬ 
mous  god  Baaipeor:  for  .this  offence, twenty-four 
thoufand  Ifraelites  had  perifiied  in  a  plague  from 
heaven,  and  Mofes  received  a  command  from 
God  “  to  finite  the  Midianites  who  had  beguil¬ 
ed  the  people.  An  army  was  equipped,  °and 
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fent  again#  Midian.  When  the  army  returned 
victorious,  Mofes  and  the  princes  of  the  con¬ 
gregation  went  to  meet  it  ;  cc  and  Mofes  was 
wroth  with  the  officers.”  He  obferved  the 
women  captives,  and  he  afked  with  aftonilhment, 
“  Have  ye  faved  all  the  women  alive  ?  Behold, 
thefe  caufed  the  children  of  Ifrael,  through  the 
counfel  of  Balaam,  to  commit  trefpafs  again# 
the  Lord  in  the  matter  of  Peor,  and  there  was 
a  plague  among  the  congregation.”  He  then 
gave  an  order  that  the  boys  and  the  women 
ihould  be  put  to  death,  but  that  the  young 
maidens  fliould  be  kept  alive  for  themfelves.  I 
fee  nothing  in  this  proceeding,  but  good  policy, 
combined  with  mercy.  The  young  men  might 
have  become  dangerous  avengers  of,  what  they 
would  efleem,  their  country’s  wrongs  ;  the 
mothers  might  have  again  allured  the  Ifraelites 
to  the  love  of  licentious  pieafures  and  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  idolatry,  and  brought  another  plague  up¬ 
on  the  congregation  ;  but  the  young  maidens, 
not  being  polluted  by  the  flagitious  habits  of 
their  mothers,  nor  likely  to  create  diflurbance 
by  rebellion,  were  kept  alive.  You  give  a  dif¬ 
ferent  turn  to  the  matter  ;  you  fay~u  that 
thirty-two  thoufand  women-children  were  con- 
figned  to  debauchery  by  the  order  of  Mofes.” 
Prove  this,  and  I  will  allow  that  Mofes  was  the 
horrid  monfter  you  make  him — prove  this,  and 
I  will  allow  that  the  Bible  is  what  you  call  it — 
a  book  of  lies,  wickednefs,  and  blafphemy” — 
prove  this,  or  excufe  my  warmth  if  I  fay  to  you, 
as  Paul  laid  to  Eiymas  the  forcerer,  who  fought 
to  turn  away  Sergius  Paulas  from  the  faith, 
Q  full  of  all  fubtilty,  and  all  rnifchief,  thou 
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child  of  the  devil,  thou  enemy  of  all  righteouf- 
ne  s,  wilt  thou  not  ceafe  to  pervert  the  right 
ways  of  the  Lord  ?”  I  did  not,  when  I  began 
thefe  letters,  think  that  I  fhould  have  beea 
moved  to  this  feverity  of  rebuke,  by  any  thing 
you  could  have  written;  but  when  fo  grofs  a 
mnreprefentation  is  made  of  God’s  proceedings 
coolnefs  would  be  a  crime.  The  women-chill 
dren  were  not  referved  for  the  purpofes  of  de- 
aucnery,  but  or  llavery  a  cuftom  abhorrent 
iiorn  our  manners,  but  every  where  pra&ifed 
m  former  times,  and  Hill  praftifed  in  countries 
where  the  benignity  of  the  Chriftian  religion  has 
not  oftened  the  ferocity  of  human  nature. 

i  OUn-ieire  a  Part  the  account  given  in 

the  Bible  refpedting  the  expedition  again!!  Mid- 

lan  to  be  a  true  account  :  it  is  not  unreafonable 

*°  Jr.  re  t^iat  y°u  will  admit  the  whole,  or  fhew 
iufncient  reafon  why  you  admit  one  part,  and 
lejecl  the  other.  I  will  mention  the  part  to 
which  you  have  paid  no  attention.  The  Ifrael- 
itiflr  aimy  confided  but  of  twelve  thoufand  men, 
a  mere  handful  when  oppofed  to  the  people  of 
Midian  ;  yet,  when  the  officers  made  a  multer 
of  their  tioops  after  their  return  from  the  war, 
they  found  tnat  they  had  not  lofi  a  fingle  man ! 
This  circumftance  ftruck  them  as  fo  decifive  an 
evidence  of  God’s  interpofition,  that  out  of  the 
fpoils  they  had  taken  they  offered  “  an  oblation 
to  the  Lord,  an  atonement  for  their  fouls.”  Do 
but  believe  what  the  captains  of  thoufands,  and 
the  captains  of  hundreds,  believed  at  the  time 
when  thefe  things  happened,  and  we  ffiall  never 
more  hear  of  your  objections  to  the  Bible,  from 
its  account  of  the  wars  of  Mofes. 
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You  produce  two  or  three  other  objections 
refpeCtlng  the  genuirrenefs  of  the  firft  five  book's 
of  the  Bible.  I  cannot  flop  to  notice  them  : 
every  commentator  anfwers  them  in  a  manner 
fuited  to  the  apprehenfion  of  even  a  mere  En- 
glifli  reader.  You  calculate,  to  the  thoufandth 
part  of  an  inch,  the  length  of  the  iron  bed  of 
Og  the  king  of  Bafan  ;  but  you  do  not  prove 
that  the  bed  was  too  big  for  the  body,  or  that  a 
Patagonian  would  have  been  loft  in  it.  You 
make  no  allowance  for  the  fize  of  a  royal  bed  ^ 
nor  even  fufpeCl  that  king  Og  might  have 
been  poffeffed  with  the  fame  kind  of  vanity, 
which  occupied  the  mind  of  king  Alexander, 
when  he  ordered  his  foldiers  to  enlarge  the  fize 


of  their  beds,  that  they  might  give  to  the  In¬ 
dians,  in  fucceeding  ages,  a  great  idea  of  the 
prodigious  ftature  of  a  Macedonian.  In  many 
parts  of  your  work  you  fpeak  much  in  commend¬ 
ation  of  fcience.  I  join  with  you  in  every  com¬ 
mendation  you  can  give  it  :  but  you  fpeak  of  it 
in  fuch  a  manner  as  gives  room  to  believe,  that 
you  are  a  great  proficient  in  it  ;  if  this  be  the 
cafe,  I  would  recommend  a  problem  to  your  at¬ 
tention,  the  folution  of  which  you  will  readily 
allow  to  be  tar  above  the  powers  of  a  man  con- 
verfant  only,  as  you  reprefent  priefts  and  bifh- 
cps  to  be,  in  hie ,  heec,  hoc .  The  problem  is  this 
—To  determine  the  height  to  which  a  human 
body,  prefer ving  its  fimilarity  of  figure,  may  be 
augmented,  before  it  will  perifh  by  its  own 
weight.  When  you  have  folved  this  problem, 
we  (hall  know  whether  the  bed  of  the  king  of 
Bafan  was  too  big  for  any  giant  ;  whether  the 
exiftence  of  a  man  twelve  or  fifteen  feet  high  is 
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m  the  nature  of  things  impoffible.  My  philof- 
op  iy  teaches  me  to  doubt  of  many  things  ;  but 
it  oes  not  teach  me  to  reject  every  teltimony 
V  ich  is  oppofite  to  my  experience :  had  I  been 
orn  in  Shetland,  I  could,  on  proper  teftimonv, 
have  believed  in  the  exiftence  of  the  Lincolnfliire 
ox,  or  of  the  largeft  dray-horfe  in  London  ; 
though  the  oxen  and  horfes  in  Shetland  had 
not  been  bigger  than  maftiffs. 


Letter  IV. 


S  I  R, 


LTAVING  finifhed  your  obje&ions  to  the 
X  X  genuinenefs  of  the  books  of  Mofes,  you 
proceed  to  your  remarks  on  the  book  of  Jofh- 
ua  ;  and  from  its  internal  evidence  you  endeav¬ 
our  to  prove,  that  this  book  was  not  written  by 
Jofhua.  What  then  ?  what  is  your  conclufion  ? 
^  that  it  is  anonymous  and  without  authority/* 
Stop  a  little ;  your  conclufion  is  not  conne&ed 
with  your  premifes  ;  your  friend  Euclid  would 
have  been  afhamed  of  it.  Anonymous^ 
and  therefore  without  authority !”  I  have  no¬ 
ticed  this  folecilm  before  ;  but  as  you  frequent¬ 
ly  bring  it  forward,  and,  indeed,  your  book 
hands  much  in  need  of  it,  I  will  fubmit  to  your 
confideration  another  obfervation  on  the  fubjett 
[ — 1  he  book  called  Fleta  is  anonymous  ;  but  it 
is  not  on  that  account  without  authority. 
Domefday  book  is  anonymous,  and  was  written 
above  feven  hundred  years  ago,  yet  our  courts 
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of  law  do  not  hold  it  to  be  without  authority,  as 
to  the  matters  of  fa£t  related  in  it.  Yes,  you 
will  fay,  but  this  book  has  been  preferved  with 
Angular  care  arnongft  the  records  of  the  nation. 
And  who  told  you  that  the  Jews  had  no  records, 
or  that  they  did  not  preferve  them  with  lingu¬ 
lar  care  ?  Jolephus  fays  the  contrary  :  and, 
in  the  Bible  itfelf,  an  appeal  is  made  to  many 
books,  which  have  perifhed ;  fuch  as  the  book 
of  Jaflier,  the  book  of  Nathan,  of  Abijah,  of 
Iddo,  of  Jehu,  of  natural  hiftory  by  Solomon, 
of  the  a£ts  of  Manafleh,  and  others  which  might 
be  mentioned.  If  any  one,  having  accefs  to 
the  journals  of  the  lords  and  commons,  to  the 
books  of  the  treafury,  war-office,  privy  council, 
and  other  public  documents,  fhould  at  this  day 
write  an  hiftory  of  the  reigns  of  George  the  firft 
andfecond,andfhouldpublifh  it  without  hisname* 
would  any  man,  three  or  four  hundreds  or  thou- 
fands  of  years  hence,  queftion  the  authority  of 
that  book,  when  he  knew  that  the  whole  Britifh 
nation  had  received  it  as  an  authentic  book,  from 
the  time  of  its  firft  publication  to  the  age  in 
which  he  lived  ?  This  fuppofition  is  in  point. 
The  books  of  the  Old  Teftament  were  compof- 
ed  from  the  records  of  the  Jewifh  nation,  and 
they  have  been  received  as  true  by  that  nation, 
from  the  time  in  which  they  were  written  to  the 
piefent  day.  Dodfley’s  Annual  Regifter  is  an 
anonymous  book  ;  we  only  know  the  name  of 
its  editor ;  the  New  Annual  Regifter  is  an 
anonymous  book  ;  the  Reviews  are  anonymous 
books  ;  but  do  we,  or  will  our  pofterity,  efteem 
thele  books  as  of  no  authority?  On  the  contra¬ 
ry,  they  are  admitted  at  prelent,  and  will  be  re¬ 
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ceh  ed  in  arter  ages,  as  authoritative  records  of 
the  civil,  military,  and  literary  hiftory  of  £n- 
Sand  and  of  Europe.  So  little  foundation  is 
there  for  our  being  ftartled  by  your  affertion, 

at  is  anonymous  and  without  authority.” 

If  I  am  right  in  this  reafoning,  (and  1  proteft 
to  you  that  I  do  not  fee  any  error  in  it,)  all  the 
arguments  you  adduce  in  proof  that  the  book  of 
Jofliua  was  not  written  by  Jofliua,  nor  that  of 
Samuel  by  Samuel,  are  nothing  to  the  purpofe 
for  which  you  have  brought  them  forward : 
tnefe  books  may  be  books  of  authority,  though 
ail  you  advance  againft  the  genuinenefs  of  them 
fhould  be  granted.  No  article  of  faith  is  injur¬ 
ed  by  allowing  that  there  is  no  fuch  pofitive 
proof,  when  or  by  whom  thefe,  and  fome  ether 
books  of  holy  feripture,  were  written,  as  to  ex¬ 
clude  all  poffibility  of  doubt  and  cavil.  There 
is  no  neceffity,  indeed,  to  allow  this.  The  chro¬ 
nological  and  hiftorical  difficulties,  which  others 
befoie  you  have  produced,  have  been  anfwered, 
and  as  to  the  greatell  part  of  them,  fo  well  an- 
f  .vered,  tnat  I  wilt  not  wafle  the  reader’s  time  by 
entering  into  a  particular  examination  of  them. 

Tou  make  yourfelf  merry  with  what  you 
call  the  tale  of  the  fun  {landing  ftill  upon 
mount  Gibeon,  and  the  moon  in  the  valley  of 
Ajalon  ;  and  you  fay  that  “  the  ftory  dete&s  it- 
felf,  becaufe  there  is  not  a  nation  in  the  world 
that  knows  any  thing  about  it.”  How  can  you 
expect  that  there  Ihould,  when  there  is  not  a 
nation  in  the  world  whole  annals  reach  this  era 
by  many  hundred  years  ?  It  happens,  however, 
that  you  are  probably  miftaken  as  to  the  fa£t : 
a  confuled  tradition  concerning  this  miracle,  and 

a  fimilar 
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Z  fzmilar  one  in  the  time  of  Ahaz,  when  the  fun 
'went  back  ten  degrees,  has  been  preferved 
amongd  one  of  the  mod  ancient  nations,  as  we 
are  informed  by  one  of  the  mod  ancient  hido- 
rians.  Herodotus,  in  his  Euterpe,  fpeaking  of 
the  Egyptian  prieds,  fays— “  They  told  me  that 
the  fun  had  four  times  deviated  from  his  courfe, 
having  twice  rifen  where  he  uniformly  goes 
down,  and  twice  gone  down  where  he  uniform¬ 
ly  rifes.  This  however  had  produced  no  alter¬ 
ation  in  the  climate  of  Egypt ;  the  fruits  of  the 
earth  and  the  phenomena  of  the  Nile  had  al¬ 
ways  been  the  fame/3  (Beloe’s  Tranfl.)  The 
lad  part  of  this  obfervation  confirms  the  con¬ 
jecture,  that  this  account  of  the  Egyptian  prieds 
had  a  reference  to  the  two  miracles  refpefting 
the  fun  mentioned  in  fcripture;  for  they  were 
not  of  that  kind,  which  could  introduce  any 
change  in  climates  or  feafons.  You  would  have 

been  contented  to  admit  the  account  of  this  mir- 

\ 

acle  as  a  fine  piece  of  poetical  imagery  — you 
may  have  feen  fame  Jewifh  doftors,  and  fome 
Chridian  commentators,  who  confider  it  as  fuch ; 
but,  improperly,  in  my  opinion,  I  think  it  idle, 
at  lead,  if  not  impious,  to  undertake  to  explain 
how  the  miracle  was  performed  ;  but  one  who 
is  not  able  to  explain  the  mode  of  doing  a  thing, 
argues  ill  if  he  thence  infers  that  the  thing  was  not 
done.  We  are  perfectly  ignorant  how  the  fun 
was  formed,  how  the  planets  were  projected  at 
the  creation,  how  they  are  dill  retained  in  their 
orbits  by  the  power  of  gravity  ;  but  we  admit, 
notwithstanding,  that  the  fun  was  formed,  that 
the  planets  were  then  projected, and  that  they  are 
dill  retained  in  their  orbits*  The  machine  of 

the 
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the  uni  verle  is  in  the  hand  of  God  ;  he  can  flop 
t  e  motion  of  any  part  or  of  the  whole  of  it,  with 
e  s  trouhle  and  lefs  danger  of  injuring  it,  than 
y^u  can  flop  your  watch.  In  teftimony  of  the 
^ea  ity  of  the  miracle,  the  author  of  the  book 
J^s~  not  this  written  in  the  book  of  Ja- 
j?  tei  .  No  author  in  his  fenfes  would  have  ap¬ 
pealed,  in  proof  of  his  veracity,  to  a  book  which 
n°texhh>  or  in  atteftation  of  a  fact  which,, 
t  ough  it  did  exiff,  was  not  recorded  in  it ;  we 
may  lately  therefore  conclude,  that,  at  the  time 
the  dook  of  jofhua  was  written,  there  was  Rich 
n  °Oiv  as  the  book  of  Jafher,  and  that  the  mir- 
ac  c  of  the  fun  s  Handing  Hill  was  recorded  in 
that  book.  But  this  obfe-rvation,  you  will  fay, 
uoes  not  prove  the  faff  of  the  fun’s  having  flood 
m  .  I  have  not  produced  it  as  a  proof  of  that 

c  r  nUtit  Proyes  that  the  author  of  the  book 
c  joihua  believed  the  fatt,  and  that  the  people 

T?/iTrael  admitted  £he  authority  of  the  book  of 
Jdiher*  An  appeal  to  a  fabulous  book  would 
nave  been  as  lenfelefs  an  infult  upon  their  un- 
o  entail  ding,  as  it  would  have  been  upon  ours, 
iiad  Rapin  appealed  to  the  Arabian  Nights’  En¬ 
tertainment,  as  a  proof  of  the  battle  of  Mailings. 

I  cannot  attribute  much  weight  to  your  argu* 
ment  againft  the  genuinenefc-  of  the  book  of 
Joihua,  from  its  being  faid  that— - u  Jofhua  burn¬ 
ed  Ai,  and  made  it  an  heap  forever,  even  a  del¬ 
egation  unto  this  day Joihua  lived  twenty- 
four  years  after  the  burning  of  Ai :  and  if  he 
wrote  his  hiftory  in  the  latter  part  of  his  life, 
what  abfurdity  is  there  in  faying,  Ai  is  Hill  in 
ruins,  or  Ai  is  in  ruins  to  this  very  day  ?  A 
young  man,  who  had  feen  the  heads  of  the  reb¬ 
els*. 
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els,  in  forty-five,  when  they  were  firft  ftuck  up. 
on  poles  at  Temple-Bar,  might,  twenty  years  af¬ 
terwards,  in  atteftation  of  his  veracity  in  fpeaking 
of  the  fact,  have  juftly  faid — And  they  are  there 
to  this  very  day.  Whoever  wrote  the  gofpel  of 
St.  Matthew,  it  was  written  not  many  centuries, 
probably  (I  had  almoft  laid  certainly)  not  a 
quarter  of  one  century  after  the  death  of  Jefus ; 
yet,  the  author,  fpeaking  of  the  potter’s  field 
which  had  been  purchafed  by  the  chief  priefts 
with  the  money  they  had  given  Judas  to  betray 
his  Matter,  fays  that  it  was  therefore  called  the 
field  of  blood  unto  this  day  ;  and  in  another 
place  he  fays,  that  the  ftoryof  the  body  of  Jefus 
being  ftolen  out  of  the  fepulchre  was  commonly 
reported  among  the  Jews  until  this  day.  Mofes,  in 
his  oid. age,  had  made  ule  of  a  fimilar  exprefiion, 
'when  he  put  the  Ifraelites  in  mind  of  what  the 
had  done  to  the  Egyptians  in  the  Red  Sea, 

“  I  he  Lord  hath  deftroyed  them  unto  this  day.5* 
(Deut.  xi.  4.) 

In  the  laft  chapter  of  the  book  of  Jofhua  it  is 
related,  that  Jofhua  affembled  all  the  tribes  of 
Ifrael  to  Shechem;  and  there,  in  the  prefence  of 
the  elders  and  the  principal  men  of  Ifrael,  he 
recapitulated,  in  a  fihort  ipeech,  all  that  God 
had  done  for  their  nation,  from  the  calling  of 
Abraham  to  that  time,  when  they  were  fettled 
in  the  land  which  God  had  promifed  to  their 
forefathers.  In  finifhing  his  Ipeech,  he  faid  to 
tnem  “  Choose  you  this  day  whom  you  will 
feive,  whether  the  gods  which  your  fathers  ferv- 
ed,  that  were  on  the  other  fide  of  the  flood,  or 
the  gods  of  the  Ainorites,  in  whofe  land5 
dwell :  but  as  for  nje  and  my  houfe.1  /  °!  .Re‘ 
.  ligion* 
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ferve  the  Lord.  And  the  people  anfwered  and 
faid,  God  forbid  that  we  fhould  forfake  the 
Lord,  to  ferve  other  gods.”  Jofhua  urged 
farther,  that  God  would  not  fuffer  them  to 
worfhip  other  gods  in  fellowfhip  with  him  ; 
they  anfwered,  that  “  they  would  ferve  the 
Lord.”  Jofhua  then  faid  to  them,  “  Ye  are 
witneffes  againft  yourfelves  that  ye  have  chofen 
you  the  Lord  to  ferve  him.  And  they  faid,  We 
are  witneffes.”  Here  was  a  folemn  covenant 
between  Jofhua,  on  the  part  of  the  Lord,  and  all 
the  men  of  Ifrael  on  their  own  part.  The  text 
then  fays — cc  So  jofhua  made  a  covenant  with 
the  people  that  day,  and  fet  them  a  flatute  and 
an  ordinance  in  Shechem, zzz&i  Jofhua  wrote thefe 
words  in  the  book  of  the  Law  of  God."  Here  is 
a  proof  of  two  things— firff,  that  there  was  then, 
a  few  years  after  the  death  of  Mofes,  exifting  a 
book  called  The  Book  of  the  Law  of  God  ;  the 
fame,  without  doubt,  which  Moles  had  written, 
and  committed  to  the  cuftody  of  the  Levites, 
that  it  might  be  kept  in  the  ark  of  the  covenant 
of  the  Lord,  that  it  might  be  a  witnefs  againft 
them— lecondly,  that  Jofhua  wrote  a  part  at  leaft 
of  his  own  trail  fail  ions  in  that  very  book,  as  an 
addition  to  it.  It  is  not  a  proof  that  he  wrote 
all  his  own  tranfaftions  in  any  book  ;  but 
I  lubmit  entirely  to  the  judgment  of  every 
candid  man,  whether  this  proof  of  his  having 
recorded  a  very  material  tranfaftion,  does  not 
make  it  probable  that  he  recorded  other  ma¬ 
terial  tranfaftions  ;  that  he  wrote  the  chief  part 
of  the  book  of  Jofhua ;  and  that  fuch  things  as 

Jjl'jfped  after  his  death,  have  been  inferted  in 
young  iiicv,  .  ,  5  ,  .  .  .n 

u  hers,  in  order  to  render  the  hiftory 

iplete.  The 
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The  book  of  Jolhua,  chap.  vi.  ver.  26 ,  is 
quoted  in  the  firft  book  of  Kings,  chap.  xvi.  ver. 
44.  “In  his  (Ahab’s)  days  did  Hiel  the  Beth- 
elite  build  Jericho  :  he  laid  the  foundation  there¬ 
of  in  Abiram  his  firft-born,  and  fet  up  the  gates 
thereof  in  his  youngefi  fon  Segub,  according  to 
the  word  of  the  Lord,  which  he  fpake  by  Jolh- 
ua  the  fon  of  Nun,”  Here  is  a  proof  that  the 
book  of  Jofhuais  older  than  the  firft  book  of 
Kings  :  .but  that  is  not  all  which  may  reafonably 
be  inferred,  I  do  not  fay  proved,  from  this  quo¬ 
tation.  it  may  be  inferred  from  the  phrafe — * 
According  to  the  .word  of  the  Lord  which  he 
fpake  by  Jofliua  the  fon  of  Nun — that  Jofhua 
wrote  dozen  the  word  which  the  Lord  had  fpo- 
ken.  In  Baruch  (which,  though  an  apocryphal 
book,  is  authority  for  this  purpofe)  there  is  a 
fimilar  phrafe — -As  thou  fpakeft  by  thy  fervant 
Mofes  in  the  day  when  thou  didft  command  him 

to  write  thy.  law. . 

* 

I  think  it  unneceffary  .to  make  any  obferva* 
-fon  on  what  you  fay  relative  to  the  book  of 
Judges ;  but  I  cannot  pafs  unnoticed  your  cen- 
lure  of  the  book  of  Ruth,  which  you  call  “  an. 
idle  bungling  ftory,  foolifhly  told,  no  body 
knows  by  whom,  about  a  ftrolling  country  girl 
creeping  flyly  to  bed  to  her  coufin  Boaz  ;  pretty 
ftuff,  indeed,”  yon  exclaim,  “  to  be  called  the 
Word  of  God :!”  It  feems  to  me  that  you  do 
net  perfectly  comprehend  what  is  meant  by  the 
expreflion — the  Word  of  God — or  the  divine 
authority  of  the  feriptures  :  I  will  explain  it  to 
you  in  the  words  of  Dr.  Law,  late  Bifhop  of 
Carlifle,  and  in  thofe  of  St.  Auftin.  My  firft: 
quotation  is  from  Biftiop  Law’s  Theory  of  Re* 

E  ligidii* 
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iigion,  a  book  not  undeferving  your  notice. 

Lhe  true  fenfe  then  of  the  divine  authority  of 
the  books  of  the  Old  I  edament,  and  which  per* 
haps  is  enough  to  denominate  them  in  general 
divinely,  infpired ,  feems  to  be  this  ;  that  as  in 
thofe  times  God  has  all  along,  befide  the  infpec- 
tion,  or  fuperintendency  of  his  general  provi- 
dence,  interfered  upon  particular  occafions,  by 
giving  exprefs  commiffions  to  fome  perfons 
(thence  called  prophets )  to  declare  his  will  in 
various  manners,  and  degrees  of  evidence, as  beft 
iuited  the  occafion,  time,  and  nature  of  the 
iubjeft  ;  and  in  all  other  cafes,  left  them  wholly 
to  themfelves  :  in  like  manner,  he  has  interpof- 
ed  his  more  immediate  affiftance,  (and  notified 
it  to  them,  as  they  did  to  the  world,)  in  the 
recording  of  thefe  revelations  ;  fo  far  as  that  was 
neceffary,  amidft  the  common  (but  from  hence 
termed  f acred)  hiftory  of  thofe  times;  and  mixed 
with  various  other  occurrences ;  in  which  thehif- 
torian’s  own  natural  qualifications  werefufficient 
to  enable  him  to  relate  things,  with  ail  the  ac¬ 
curacy  they  required.”  The  paffage  from  St, 
Auftin  is  this—' “  I  am  of  opinion,  that  thofe 
men  to  whom  the  Holy  Ghoft  revealed  what 
ought  to  be  received  as  authoritative  in  religion, 
might  write  fome  things  as  men  with  hiftorical 
diligence,  and  other  things  as  prophets  by  di¬ 
vine  , inspiration  ;  and  that  thefe  things  are  fo 
diflinft,  that  the  former  may  be  attributed  to 
themfelves  as  contributing  to  the  increafe  of 
knowledge,  and  the  latter  to  God  fpeaking  bv 
them  things  appertaining  to  the  authority  of  re¬ 
ligion.”  Whether  this  opinion  be  right  or 
wrong,  I  do  not  here  inquire  ;  it  is  the  opinion 
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of  many  learned  men  and  good  Chriftians  :  and, 
if  you  will  adopt  it  as  your  opinion,  you  will  fee 
eaufe, perhaps, tobecome  a  Chriftian yourfelf ;  you 
will  fee  caufeto  confider  chronological, geograph¬ 
ical,  or  genealogical  errors — apparent  miftakes  or 
real  contradictions  as  to  hiftorical  faCts — needlefs 
repetitions  and  trifling  interpolations — indeed 
you  will  fee  eaufe  to  confider  all  the  principal 
objections  of  your  book  to  be  abfolutely  without 
foundation.  Receive  but  the  Bible  as  compofed 
by  upright  and  well  informed,  though  in  forne 
points,  fallible  men,  (for  I  exclude  all  fallibility 
when  they  profefs  to  deliver  the  Word  of  God,) 
and  you  rnuft  receive  it  as  a  book  revealing  to 
you,  in  many  parts,  the  exprefs  will  of  God ;  and 
in  other  parts,  relating  to  you  the  ordinary  hif- 
tory  of  the  times.  Give  but  the  authors  of  the- 
Bible  that  credit  which  you  give  to  other  hifto- 
rians ;  believe  them  to  deliver  the  Word  of 
God,  when  they  tell  you  that  they  do  fo  ;  be¬ 
lieve,  when  they  relate  other  things  as  of  them- 
felves  and  not  of  the  Lord,  that  they  wrote  to 
the  bed  of  their  knowledge  and  capacity  ; 
and  you  will  be  in  your  belief  fomething  very 
different  from  a  deift :  you  may  not  be  allowed 
to  afpire  to  the  character  of  an  orthodox  believ¬ 
er,  but  you  will  not  be  an  unbeliever  in  the  di¬ 
vine  authority  of  the  Bible  ;  though  you  lhould 
admit  human  miftakes  and  human  opinions  to 
exift  in  fome  parts  of  it.  This  I  take  to  be  the 
hr  ft  ftep  towards  the  remov?J  of  the  doubts  of 
many  fceptical  men ;  and  when  they  are  advan^ 
ced  thus  far,  the  grace  of  God,  afftfting  a  teacha¬ 
ble  difpofition,  and  a  pious  intention,  may  car¬ 
ry  them  on  to  perfection. 


As 


5*  AN  APOLOGY 

As  to  Ruth,  you  do  an  injury  to  her  charac¬ 
ter.  She  was  not  a  drolling  country  girl.  She 
had  been,  married  ten  years ;  and  being  left  a 
widow  without  children,  die  accompanied  her 
mother-in-law,  returning  into  her  native  coun¬ 
try,  out  of  which  with  her  hufband  and  her  two 
ions  fhe  had  been  driven  by  a  famine.  The  dis¬ 
turbances  in  France  have  driven  many  men  with 
their  families  to  America  :  if,  ten  years  hence, 
a  woman,  having  loft  her  hufband  and  her  chil¬ 
dren,  fhould  return  to  France  with  a  daughter- 
in-law,  would  you  be  juftified  in  calling  the 
daughter-in-law  a  (trolling  country-girl  ?  But 
ihe  “  crept  flyly  to  bed  to  her  coufin  Boaz.”  I 
do  not  find  it  fo  in  the  hiftory- — as  a  perfon  im¬ 
ploring  protection,  fhe  laid  herfelf  down  at  the 
toot  of  an  aged  kinfman’s  bed,  and  fhe  r ok  up 
with  as  much  innocence  as  fhe  had  laid  herfelf 
down.  She  was  afterwards  married  to  Boaz,  and 
reputed  by  all  h^er  neighbours  a  virtuous  woman; 
and  they  were  more  likely  to  know  her  character 
than  you  are.  Whoever  reads  the  book  of 
Ruth,  bearing  in  mind  the  fimplicity  of  ancient 
manners,  will  find  it-  an  interefting  ftory  of  a 
poor  young  woman,  following  in  a  ftrange  land 
the  advice,  and  affectionately  attaching  herfelf 
10  the  fortunes  of  the  mother  of  her  deceafed 
hufband. 

The  two  books  of  Samuel  come  next  under 
your  review.  You  proceed  to  fhew  that  thefe 
books  were  not  written  by  Samuel,  that  they  are 
anonymous,  and  thence  you  conclude  without 
authority.  I  need  not  here  repeat  what  I  have 
laid  upon  the  fallacy  of  your  conclufion  ;  and 
as  to  your  proving  that  the  books  were  not 

written 
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Witten  by  Samuel,  you  might  havefpared  your- 
felf  fome  trouble  if  you  had  recolle&ed,  that  it 
is  generally  admitted  that  Samuel  did  not  write 
any  part  of  the  fecond  book  which  bears  his 
name,  and  only  a  part  of  the  firft.  It  would* 
indeed,  have  been  an  inquiry  not  undeferving 
your  notice,  in  many  parts  of  your  work,  to 
have  examined  what  was  the  opinion  of  learned 
men  refpeCting  the  authors  of  the  feveral  books 
of  the  Bible  ;  you  would  have  found,  that  you 
were  in  many  places  fighting  a  phantom  of  your 
own  railing,  and  proving  what  was  generally 
admitted.  Very  little  certainty,  I  think,  can  at 
this  time  be  obtained  on  this  fubjeCt  :  but  that 
you  may  have  fome  knowledge  of  what  has 
been  conjectured  by  men  of  judgment,  I  will 
quote  to  you  a  paffage  from  Dr.  Hartley’s  ob- 
fervations  on  man.  The  author  himfelf  does 
not  vouch  for  the  truth  of  his  obfervation,  for 
he  begins  it  with  a  fuppofition.  “  I  fuppofe 
then,  that  the  Pentateuch  confifts  of  the  writings 
of  Mofes ,  puMogether  by  Samuel ,  with  a  very 
few  additions  ;  that  the  books  of  jofhua  and 
Judges  were,  in  like  manner,  collected  by  him  ; 
and  the  book  of  Ruth,  with  the  firft  part  of  the 
firft  book  of  Samuel,  written  by  him  \  that  the 
latter  part  of  the  firft  book  of  Samuel,  and  the 
fecond  book,  were  written  by  the  prophets  who 
fucceeded  Samuel,  fuppof t  Nathan  and  Gad ;  that 
the  books  of  Kings  and  Chronicles  are  extracts 
from  the  records  of  the  fucceeding  prophets,  con¬ 
cerning  their  own  times,  and  from  the  public  ge¬ 
nealogical  tables  made  by  Ezra  ;  that  the  books 
of  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  are  colleCiions  of  like 
records,  fome  written  by  Ezra  and  Nehemiah , 
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and  fome  by  their  predeceflors  ;  that  the  book 
of  Efther  was  written  by  fome  eminent  Jew,  in 
or  near  the  times  of  the  tranfaftion  there  re¬ 
corded,  perhaps  Mordecai  ;  the  book  of  Job  by 
a  Jew,  of  an  uncertain  time  ;  the  Pfalms  by  Da¬ 
vid,  and  other  pious  perfons;  the  books  of  Prov¬ 
erbs  and  Canticles  by  Solomon  ;  the  book  of  Ec« 
clefiaftes  by  Solomon,  or  perhaps  by  a  Jew  of  la¬ 
ter  times,  fpeaking  in  his  perfon,  but  not  with  an 
intention  to  make  him  pafs  for  the  author  ;  the 
prophecies  by  the  prophets  whofe  names  they 
bear  ;  and  the  books  of  the  New  Teftament  by 
the  peifons  to  whom  they  are  ufually  afcribedd5 
I  have  produced  this  paftage  to  you  not  merely 
to  fhew  you  that,  in  a  great  part  of  your  work, 
you  are  attacking  what  no  perfon  is  interefted 
3n  defending  ;  but  to  convince  you,  that  a  wife 
and  good  man,  and  a  firm  believer  in  revealed 
religion,  for  fuch  was  Dr.  Hartley,  and  no  prieft, 
did  not  reject  the  anonymous  books  of  the  Old 
Teftament  as  books  without  authority.  I  {hall 
Bot  trouble  either  you  or  myfelf  with  any  more 
obfervations  on  that  head  ;  you  may  afcribe  the 
two  books  of  Kings,  and  the  two  books  of 
Chronicles,  to  what  authors  you  pleafe  ;  I  am 
fatisfied  with  knowing,  that  the  annals  of  the 
Jewifti  nation  were  written  in  the  time  of  Sam¬ 
uel,  and,  probably,  in  all  fucceeding  times,  by 
men  of  ability,  who  lived  in  or  near  the  times  of 
which  they  write.  Of  the  truth  of  this  obfer- 
vation  we  have  abundant  proof,  not  only  from 
the  teftimony  of  Jofephus,  and  of  the  writers  of 
the  Talmuds,  but  from  the  Old  Teftament  it- 
felf.  I  will  content  myfelf  with  citing  a  few 
places — “  Now  the  a£\s  of  David  the  king,  firft 
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and  laft,  behold  they  are  written  in  the  book  of 
Samuel  the  feer,  and  in  the  book  of  Nathan  the 
prophet,  and  in  the  book  of  Gad  the  feer.” 
i  Chron.  xxix.  29.  “  Now  the  reft  of  the 

afts  of  Solomon,  firft  and  laft,  are  they  not  writ¬ 
ten  in  the  book  of  Nathan  the  prophet,  and  in 
the  prophecy  of  Ahijah  the  Shilonite,  and  in  the 
vifions  of  Iddo  the  feer  ?”  2  Chron.  ix.  29. 

«  Now  the  atts  of  Rehoboam,  firft  and  laft,  are 
they  not  written  in  the  book  ol  Shemaiah 
the  prophet,  and  of  Iddo  the  feer,  concerning 
genealogies?”  2  Chron.  xii.  15.  “Now  the 
reft  of  the  adds  of  Jeholhaphat,  firft  and  laft, 
behold  they  are  written  in  the  book  of  Jehu  the 
fon  of  Hanani.”  2  Chron.  xx.  34.  Is  it  pof- 
fible  for  writers  to  give  a  ftronger  evidence  ot 
their  veracity,  than  by  referring  their  readers 
to  the  books  from  which  they  had  extracted  the 

materials  of  their  hiftory  ? 

“  The  twp  books  of  Kings,”  you  fay,  “  arc 
little  more  than  an  hiftory  of  affaffinations, 
treachery,  and  war.”  That  the  kings  of  Ifrael 
and  Judah  were  many  of  them  very  wicked  per - 
fons,  is  evident  from  the  hiftory  which  is  given 
of  them  in  the  Bible  ;  but  it  ought  to  be  re¬ 
membered,  that  their  wickednefs  is  not  to  be 
attributed  to"  their  religion  ;  nor  were  the  peo- 
pie  of  Ifrael  chofen  to  be  the  people  of  God,  on 
account  of  their  wickednefs  ;  nor  was  their  be¬ 
ing  chofen,  a  caufe  of  it.  One  may  wonder, 
indeed,  that,  having  experienced  fo  many  fin- 
gular  marks  of  God’s  goodnel's  towards  their 
nation,  they  did  not  at  once  become,  and  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  (what,  however,  they  have  long  been) 
ftrenuous  advocates  for  the  worlhip  of  one  only 
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things,  and  the  fabric  of  nature,  this  glob/  of 
earth,  with  the  men  dwelling  on  its  furiace,  will 
not  appear  (exdufive  of  the  divinity  of  their 
ioulsj  ox  more  importance  than  an  hillock  of 
ants  ;  all  of  which,  fome  with  corn,  fome  with 
eggs,  fome  without  any  thing,  run  hither  and 
fonher,  bufthng  about  a  little  heap  of  du ft. 

.  .  s  is  a  thought  of  the  immortal  Bacon  ;  and 
jt  is  admirably  fitted  to  humble  the  Dride  of 
philoiophy,  attempting  to  prefcribe  forms  to  the 
proceedings,  and  bounds  to  the  attributes  of 
God.  We  may  as  eafily  circumfcribe  infinity 
as  penetrate  the  fecretpurpofes  of  the  Almighty! 

1  here  are  but  two  ways  by  which  I  can  acquire 
any  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  the  .Supreme 
Being,— by  reafon  and  by  revelation  ;  to  you 
who  reject  revelation,  there  is  but  one.  Now 
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jiQ-yr  informs  niCj  that  Grod  has  1n3.dc  a 

rreat  difference  between  the  kinds  of  animals, 
with  refpect  to  their  capacity  of  enjoying  hap. 
pinefs.  Every  kind  is  perfedt  in  its  order  ;  but 
if  we  compare  different  kinds  together,  one  will 
appear  to  be  greatly  l'uperior  to  another.  An 
animal,  which  has  but  one  fenle,  has  but  one 
fource  of  happinefs  ;  but  if  it  be  fupplied  with 
what  is  fuited  to  that  fenfe,  it  enjoys  all  the 
happinefs  of  which  it  is  capable,  and  is  in  its 
nature  perfect.  Other  forts  of  animals,  which 
have  two  or  three  fenfes,  and  which  have  alfo 
abundant  means  of  gratifying  them,  enjoy  twice 
or  thrice  as  much  happinefs  as  thofe  do  which 
have  but  one.  In  the  fame  fort  of  animals  there 
is  a  great  difference  amongft  individuals,  one 
having  the  fenfes  more  perfedt,  and  the  body  ( 
lefs  fubjedt  to  difeafe,  than  another.  Hence,  it 
I  were  to  form  a  judgment  of  the  divine  good- 
nefs  by  this  ufe  of  my  realon,  I  could  not  but 
fay  that  it  was  partial  and  unequal.  What 
fhall  we  fay  then  ?  is  God  unjuft  ?  God  forbid 
His  goodnefs  may  be  unequal,  without  being 
imperfedt  ;  it  muft  be  estimated  from  the  whole, 
and  not  from  a  part.  Every  order  of  beings  is 
fo  fufficient  for  its  own  happinefs,  and  fo  con¬ 
ducive  at  the  fame  time  to  the  happinefs  of  eve¬ 
ry  other,  that  in  one  view  it  feems  to  be  made 
for  itfelf  alone,  and  in  another  not  for  i tfelf  but 
for  every  other.  Could  we  comprehend  the 
whole  of  the  immenfe  fabric  which  God  hath 
formed,  I  am  perfuadcd  that  we  fhould  fee  noth¬ 
ing  but  perfedtion,  harmony,  and  beauty,  in 
every  part  of  it ;  but  whilft  we  difpute  about 
parts,  we  negledt  the  whole,  and  difcern  noth- 
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ing  but  fuppofed  anomalies  and  defedts.  The 
maker  of  a  watch,  or  the  builder  of  a  fhip,  is 
not  to  be  blamed  becaufe  a  fpeclator  cannot  dif. 
cover  either  the  beauty  or  the  ufe  of  disjointed 
parts.  And  fhall  we  dare  to  accufe  God  of  in- 
juitice,  for  not  having  diftributed  the  gifts  of 
nature  in  the  fame  degree  to  all  kinds  of  ani- 
mak  when  it  is  probable  that  this  very  inequal- 
1  y  o  difuibution  may  be  the  mean  of  produ- 
cmg  t  e  greateff  fUna  total  of  happiuefs  to  the 
w  .o  e  yftetn  .  In  exadily  the  fame  manner  may 
we  reafon  concerning  the  ads  of  God’s  efpeciaf 
providence.  If  we  confider  any  one  aft,  fuch 
as  that  of  appointing  the  Jews  to  be  his  peculiar 
people,  as  unconnedled  with  every  other,  it  may 
appear  to  be  a  partial  difplay  of  his  goodnefs : 
it  may  excite  doubts  concerning  the  wifdom  or 
the  benignity  of  his  divine  nature.  But  if  we 
conned!:  the  hiflory  of  the  Jews  with  that  of 
other  nations,  from  the  mofl  remote  antiquity 
to  the  prefent  time,  we  fhall  difcover  that  thew 
were  not  chofen  fo  much  for  their  own  benefit 
or  on  account  of  their  own  merit,  as  for -the 
general  benefit  of  mankind.  To  the  Egyp¬ 
tians,  Chaldeans,  Grecians,  Romans,  to  alfthe- 
people  of  the  earth,  they  were  formerly,  and 
they  are  ftill  to  all  civilized  nations,  a  beacon 
let  upon  an  hill,  to  warn  them  from  idolatry,  to 
ight  them  to  the  fanftuary  of  a  God  holy,  juft 
and  good.  Why  fhould  we  fufpedt  fuch  a  dif-' 
penfation  of  being  a  lie  ?  when  even  from  the 
little  which  we  can  underhand  of  it,  we  fee  that 
it  is  founded  in  wifdom,  carried  on  for  the  gen¬ 
eral  good,  and  analogous  to  all  that  reafon 
teaches  us  concerning  the  nature  of  God. 

Several 
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Several  things  you  obferve  are  mentioned  in 
the  book  of  the  Kings,  fuch  as  the  drying  up 
of  Jeroboam's  hand,  the  afcent  of  Elijah  into 
heaven,  the  deftru&ion  of  the  children  who 
mocked  Elilha,  and  the  refurreftion  of  a  dead 
man :  thefe  circumdances  being  mentioned  in 
die  book  of  Kings,  and  not  mentioned  in  that 
of  Chronicles,  is  a  proof  to  you  that  they  are 
lies*  X  efteem  it  a  very  erroneous  mode  of  rea- 
foning,  which,  from  the  filence  of  one  author 
concerning  a  particular  circumdance,  infers  the 
want  of  veracity  in  another  who  mentions  it. 
And  this  obfervation  is  dill  more  cogent,  when 
applied  to  a  book  which  is  only  a  fupplement 
to,  or  an  abridgment  of,  other  books :  and  un¬ 
der  this  defcription  the  book  of  Chronicles  has 
been  'confidered  by  all  writers.  But  though 
you  will  not  believe  the  miracle  of  the  drying 
up  of  Jeroboam's  hand,  what  can  you  fay  to  the 
prophecy  which  was  then  delivered  concerning 
the  future  dedruftion  of  the  idolatrous  altar  of 
Jeroboam  ?  The  prophecy  is  thus  written, 
i  Kings  xiii.  2.  cc  Behold,  a  child  fhall  be  bom 
unto  the  houfe  of  David,  Jofiah  by  name,  and 
upon  thee  (the  altar)  fhall  he  offer  the  prieds 
of  the  high  places."  Here  is  a  clear  prophecy  ; 
the  name,  family,  and  office  of  a  particular  per- 
fon  are  defcribed  in  the  year  975  (according  to 
the  Bible  chronology)  before  Chrid.  Above 
350  years  after  the  delivery  of  the  prophecy, 
you  will  find,  by  confulting  the  fecond  book  of 
Kings,  {chap,  xxiii.  15,  16)  this  prophecy  ful¬ 
filled  in  all  its  parts.. 

You  make  a  calculation  that  Genefis  was  not 
written  till  800  years  after  Mofes,  and  that  it  is 

of 


\ 


Oo  AM  APOLOGY 

°f  *he/ame  aSe>  and  you  may  probably  think 
.  the  ^me  authority,  as  iEfop’s  Fables.  You 
give,  \vhat  you  call  the  evidence  of  this,  the  air 
o.  a  demonftration — “  It  has  but  two  ftages  . 
hr.t,  the  account  of  the  kings  of  Edom,  men¬ 
tioned  in  Genefis,  is  taken  from  Chronicles,  and 
herefore  the  book  of  Genefis  was  written  after 
the  book  of  Chronicles: — fecondly,  the  .book 

°l  Was  not  beSun  to  be  written  till 

alter  Zedekiah,  in  whofe  time  Nebuchadnezzar 

conquered  Jerufalem,  588  years  before  Chrift, 
and  more  than  860  after  Mofes.”  Having;  an- 
lwered  this  objedion  before,  I  might  be  excufed 
taking  any  more  notice  of  it ;  .but  as  you  build 
much,  in. this  place,  upon  the  ftrength  of  your 
argument,  I  will  ihew  you  its  weaknefs,  when 
it  is  properly  Hated.  A  few  perfes  in  the  book 
ot  Genefis  could  not  be  written  ,  by  Mofes* 
therefore  no  part.oi  Genefis  could  be  written  by 

Mofes:  a  child  would  deny  your  therefore. _ 

Again,  a  few  verfes  in-the  book  of  Genefis  could 
not  be  written  by  Mofes,  becaufe  they  fpeak  of 
-ings  of  Ifiael,  there  having  been  no  kings  of 
Iiiat.l  in  the  time  of  Mofes;  and  therefore  thev 
could  not  be  written  by  Samuel,  or  by  Solomon, 
or  by  any  other  perfon  who  lived  after  there 
were  kings  in  Ifrael,  except  by  the  author  of 
the  book  of  Chronicles :— this  is  alfo  an  ille¬ 
gitimate  inference  from  your  petition.  Again, 

.1  few  verfes  111  the  book  of  -Genefis  are,  word 
for  word,  the  fame  as  a  few  -verfes  in  the  book 
or  Chronicles  ;  therefore  the  author  of  the  book 
of  Genefis  mult  have  taken  them  from  Chroni¬ 
cles  : — another  lame  conclufion !  Why  might 
n  .'1  the  author  of  the  book  of  Chronicles  have 
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^tcvkcn  them  from  Gcncils,  ns  he  hns  t^lcen  miny 
other  genealogies,  fuppofing  them  to  have  been 
inferted  in  Genefis  by  Samuel  ?  But  where,  you 
may  aft,  could  Samuel,  or  any  other  perfon, 
have  found  the  account  of  the  kings  of  Edom  ? 
Probably,  in  the  public  records  of  the  nation, 
which  were  certainly  as  open  for  infpeflion  to 
Samuel,  and  the  other  prophets,  as  they  were 
,to  the  author  of  Chronicles.  I  hold  it  needlefs 
gtO  employ  more  time  on  the  fubjefl. 

- '"** 

Tetter  V,. 


S  l  R, 

AT  length  you  come  to  two  hooks,  ’Eznria. 

and  Nehemiah,  which  you  allow  to  be 
genuine  books,  giving  an  account  of  the  return. 
,of  the  Jews  from  the  Babylonian  captivity, 
.about  536  years  before  Chrift  ;  but  then  you 
fay,  Thofe  accounts  are  nothing  to  us,  nor 
to  any  other  perfons,  unlefs  it  be  to  the  Jews* 
as  a  part  of  the  hiftory  of  their  nation  ;  and 
there  is  juft  as  much  of  the  Word  of  God  in 
thofe  books,  as  there  is  in  any  of  the  hiftories 
of  France,  or  in  Rapin’s  hiftory  of  England.’* 
Here  let  us  flop  a  moment,  and  try  if  from  your 
own  conceffions  it  be  not  poffible  to  confute* 
your  argument.  Ezra  and  Nehemiah,  you 
grant,  are  genuine  books — c<  but  they  are  noth¬ 
ing  to  us  l”  The  very  firft  verfe  of  Ezra  fays— 
The  prophecy  of  Jeremiah  was  fulfilled  :  Is  it 
nothing  to  us  to  know 'that  Jeremiah  was  a  true 

F  prophet  ? 
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prophet  ?  Do  but  grant  that  the  Supreme  Be- 

SiTUm?a;ed  t0  any  °f  the  fons  of  *»en  a 
knowledge  of  future  events,  fo  that  their  pre- 

b!f|ITmWer  P-  am!y  verified’  and  you  will  find 
t  6  ,dl®cultym  Emitting  the  truth  of  reveal- 
ed  religion.  Is  it  nothing  to  us  to  know  that, 
five  hundred  and  thirty-fix  years  before  Chrift, 
the  books  of  Chronicles,  Kings,  Judges  lolhin^ 
Deuteronomy,  .  Numbers,  Leviticuf,  Exodus’ 
Genefis,  every  book  the  authority  of  which  you 
have  attacked,  are  all  Referred  to  by  Ezra  Ld 
,  ehemiah,  as  authentic  books,  containing,  the 
V  °f  —  Ifr?elltlfll  nation  from  Abraham 

*?  ,hl  y  •  Z  timei  TIs  h  nothinS  to  us  to  know 
that  the  hiftory  of  the  Jews  is  true  ? — It  is  every 

tiling  to  us ;  for  if  that  hiftory  be  not  true, 

Ghnftiamty  mult  be  falfe.  The  jews  are  the 

root,  we  are  branches  “graffed  in  amongft 

.them  :  to  them  pertain  “  the  adoption,  and 

the  glory,  and  the  covenants,  and  the  giving  of 

the  law,  and  the  fervice  of  God,  and  the  prom- 

.ifes ;  whole  are  the  fathers,  and  of  whom  as 

concerning  the  flefti,  Chrift  came,  who  is  over 

all,  God  bleffed  forever.  Amen.”  '  ‘ 

,The  hiftory  of  the  Old  Teftament  has,  with- 
,out  doubt,  fome  difficulties  in  it ;  but  a  minute 
philofopher,  who  bufies  .himfelf  in  fearching 
them  out,  whilft  he  neglefts  to  contemplate  the 
harmony  of  all  its  parts,  the  wifdom  and  good- 
nefs  of  God  difplayed  throughout  the  whole, 
appears  to  me  to  be  .like  a  purblind  man,  who’ 
in Purveying  a  pidure,  objects  to  the  fimplicity 
of  the  defign,  and  the  beauty  of  the  execution, 
from  the  afperjties  he  has  difcovered  in  the  can- 
vafs  and  the  colouring.  The  hiftory  of  the 
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Old  Teftament,  notwithftanding  the  real  diffi- 
eulties  which  occur  in  it,  notwithftanding  the 
feoffs  and  cavils  of  unbelievers,  appears  to  me 
to  have  fuch  internal  evidences  of  its  truth,  to 
be  fo  corroborated  by  the  mod  ancient  profane 
hiftories,  fo  confirmed  by  the  prefent  circum- 
ftances  of  the  world,  that  if  I  were  not  a  Chrif- 
tian,  I  would  become  a  Jew.  You  think  this 
hiftory  to  be  a  colle&ion  of  lies,  contradic¬ 
tions,  blafphemies  :  I  look  upon  it  to  be  the 
elded,  the  trueft,  the  moft  comprehenfive,  and 
the  moft  important  hiftory  in  the  world.  I 
eonfider  it  as  giving  more  fatisfa&ory  proofs 
of  the  being  and  attributes  of  God,  of  the  or¬ 
igin  and  end  of  human  kind,  than  ever  were 
attained  by  the  deepeft  refearches  of  the  moft 
enlightened  philosophers.  The  exercife  of  our 
reafon  in  the  inveftigation  of  truth  refpedling 
the  nature  of  God,  and  the  future  expectations 
of  human  kind,  is  highly  ufeful  ;  but  I  hope  I 
Shall  be  pardoned  by  the  metaphyficians  in  fay¬ 
ing,.  that  the  chief  utility  of  fuch  difquifitions 
eonfifts  in  this — that  they  bring  us  acquainted 
with  the  weaknefs  of  our  intellectual  faculties. 
I  do  not  prefume  to  meafure  other  men  by  my 
ftandard  ;  you  may  have  clearer  notions  than  I 
am  able  to  form  of  the  infinity  of  fpace  ;  of  the 
eternity  of  duration  ;  of  neceffary  exiftence  ;  of 
the  connexion  between  neceffary  exiftence  and 
intelligence,  between  intelligence  and  benevo¬ 
lence  :  you  may  fee  nothing  in  the  univerfe 
but  organized  matter  ;  or,  rejecting  a  material, 
you  may  fee  nothing  but  an  ideal  world.  With 
a  mind  weary  of  conjecture,  fatigued  by  doubt, 
fick  of  difputation,  eager  for  knowledge,  anx¬ 
ious 
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3£US/°i  certainty,  and  unable  to  attain  it  by 
t  e  belt  ufe  of  my  reafon  in  matters  of  the  ut- 
*no  t  importance,  I  have  long  ago  turned  my 
t  oughts  to  an  impartial  examination  of  the 
proofs  on  which  revealed  religion  is  grounded, 
?nd.I  convinced  of  its  truth.  This  exam- 
mation  is  a  fubject  within  the  reach  of  human 
capacity  ;  you  have  come  to  one  conclufion 
relpefting  it,  I  have  come  to  another  ;  both  of 
us  cannot  be  right j  may  God  forgive  him  that 
is  in  an  error  !. 

i  ou  ridicule,  in  a  note,  the  ftory  of  an  an¬ 
gel  appearing  to  Jofhua.  Your  mirth  you  will 
perceive  to  be  mifplaced,  when  you  confider 
the  defign  of  this  appearance  ;  it  was  to  affure 
Jofhua,  that  the  fame  God  who  had  appeared 
to  Mofes,  ordering  him  to  pull  off  his  fhoes, 
becaufe  he  flood  on  holy  ground,  had  now  ap¬ 
peared  to  himfelf.  ^Yas  this  no  encourage¬ 
ment  to  a  man  who  was  about  to  engage  in 
war  with  many  nations  ?  Had  it  no  tendency 
to  confirm  his  faith  ?  Was  it  no  leffon  to  him 
to  obey,  in  all  things,  the  commands  of  God, 
and  to  give  the  glory  of  his  conquefts  to  the 
author  of  them,  the  God  of  Abraham,  Ifaac, 
and  Jacob  ?  As  to  your  wit  about  pulling  off  the 
fhoe,  it  originates,  I  think,  in  your  ignorance  ; 
you  ought  to  have  known,  that  this  rite  was  an 
indication  of  reverence  for  the  divine  prefence*) 
and  that  the  cuflom  of  entering  barefoot  into 

their  temples  fubfifts,  in  forne  countries,  to  this 
day. 

You  allow  the  book  of  Ezra  to  be  a  genuine 
book  :  but  that  the  author  of  it  may  not  efcape 
without  a  blow,  you  fay,  that  in  matters  of  rec¬ 
ord 
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ord  it  is  not  to  be  depended  on  ;  and  as  a  proof 
of  your  affertion,  you  tell  us  that  the  total 
amount  of  the  numbers  who  returned  from 
Babylon  does  not  correfpond  with  the  particu- 
•  lars  ;  and  that  every  child  may  have  an  argu¬ 
ment  for  its  infidelity,  you  diiplay  the  particu¬ 
lars  ;  and  Ihew  your  own  Ikill  in  arithmetic  by 
fumming  them  up.  And  can  you  iuppofe  that 
Ezra,  a  man  of  great  learning,  knew  lo  Httle  or 
fcience,  fo  little  of  the  lowelt  branch  of  fcience, 
that  he  could  not  give  his  readers  thefum  total 
of  fixty  particular  fmns  ?  You  know,  undoubt¬ 
edly,  that  the  Hebrew  letters  denoted  alfo  num¬ 
bers  ;  and  that  there  was  fuch  a  great  fimilar- 
ity  between  fome  of  thele  letters,  that  it  was 
extremely  eafy  for  a  tranfcriber  of  a  manufcript 
to  miftake  a  2  for  a  5  (or  2  for  20),  a  i  for  a  3 
(or  3  for  50),  a  T  for  a  “1  (or  5  for  200).  Now 
what  have  we  to  do  with  numerical  contra¬ 
dictions  in  the  Bible,  but  to  attribute  them, 
wherever  they  occur,  to  this  obvious  fource  of 
error — the  inattention  of  the  tranfcriber  in 
writing  one  letter  for  another  that  was  like  it  ? 

I  flrould  extend  thefe  letters  to  a  length 
troublefome  to  the  reader,  to  you,  aud  to  my- 
felf,  if  I  anfwered  minutely  every  objection  you 
have  made,  and  rectified  every  error  into  which 
you  have  fallen  ;  it  may  be  fufficient  briefly  to 
notice  fome  of  the  chief.  The  character  repre- 
fented  in  Job  under  the  name  of  Satan  is,  you 
fay,  “  the  firft  and  the  only  time  this  name  is 
mentioned  in  the  Bible.”  Now  I  find  this 
name,  as  denoting  an  enemy,  frequently  occur¬ 
ring  in  the  Old  Tellament ;  thus  2  Sam,  xix.  22, 
“  What  have  I  to  do  with  you,  ye  Ions  of  Ze- 
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t^Iat  >'eLfhouId  this  day  be  adverfaries  unto 
a  '•  np!^e  original  it  \g  fatans  unto  me. 
Agam,  i  Kings  v.  4.  «  The  Lord  my  God 

isa  hir  T  Tf  °n  CVery  flde>  fo  tha^  there 

A  C™  adverlary,  nor  evil  occurrent”— in 
the  original,  neither  fatan  nor  evil.  I  need  not 
mention  other  places;  thefe  are  fufficient  to 
ew,  t  at  the  word  fatan,  denoting  an  adverfa- 
*y,  does  occur  in  various  places  of  the  Old 
eltament ;  and  it  is  extremely  probable  to 
me,  t  rat  the  root  fatan  was  introduced  into  the 
Hebrew  and  other  eaftern  languages,  to  denote 
an  adverfary,  from  its  having  been  the  proper 
name  of  the  great  enemy  of  mankind.  I  know 
it  is  an  opinion  of  Voltaire,  that  the  word  fatan 
is  not  older  than  the  Babylonian  captivity  ;  this 
is  a  miftake,  for  it  is  met  with  in  the  hundred 
and  ninth  pfalm,  which  all  allow  to  have  been 
written  by  David,  long  before  the  captivity. 

Now  we  are  upon  this  fubjed,  permit  me  to- 
recommend  to  your  confideration  the  univerfal- 
ity  of  the  dodrine  concerning  an  evil  being, 
who  m  the  beginning  of  time  had  oppofed  him- 
ielf,  who  ftill  continues  to  oppofe  himfelf,  to 
the  lupreme  fource  of  all  good.  Amongft  all 
nations,  in  all  ages,  this  opinion  prevailed,  that 
human  affairs  were  fubjed  to  the  will  of  the 
gods,  and  regulated  by  their  interpofition. 
Hence  has  been  derived  whatever  wTe  have  read 
of  the  wandering  ftars  of  the  Chaldeans,  two  of 
them  beneficent,  and  two  malignant— -hence  the 
Egyptian  Typbo  and  Oftris— the  Perfian  Arima- 
mus  and  Oromafdes — the  Grecian  celejtlal  and 
infernal  Jove — the  Brama  and  the  Zupay  of  the 
Indians,  Peruvians,  Mexicans — the  good  and 

evil 
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evil  principle,  by  whatever  names  they  may  be 
called,  of  all  other  barbarous  nations — and 
hence  the  ftrudure  of  the  whole  book  of  Job, 
in  whatever  light,  of  hiftory  or  drama,  it  be 
confidered.  Now,  does  it  not  appear  reafon- 
able  to  fuppofe,  that  an  opinion  lb  ancient  and 
fo  univerlal  has  arifen  from  tradition  concerning 
the  fall  of  our  firft  parents  ;  disfigured,  indeed, 
and  obfcured,  as  all  traditions  mult  be,  by  ma¬ 
ny  fabulous  additions  ? 

The  Jews,  you  tell  us,  <c  never  prayed  but 
when  they  were  in  trouble.”  I  do  not  believe 
this  of  the  Jews ;  but  that  they  prayed  more 
fervently  when  they  were  in  trouble  than  at 
other  times,  may  be  true  of  the  Jews,  and  I  ap¬ 
prehend  is  true  of  all  nations  and  all  individu¬ 
als.  But  “  the  Jews  never  prayed  for  any  thing 
but  vidory,  vengeance,  and  riches.”  Read 
Solomon’s  prayer  at  the  dedication  of  the  tem¬ 
ple,  and  blulh  for  your  alfertion, — illiberal  and 
uncharitable  in  the  extreme  ! 

“It  appears,”  you  obferve,  “to  have  been  the 
cuftom  of  the  heathens  to  perfonify  both  virtue 
and  vice,  by  fiatues  and  images,  as  is  done  now- 
a-days  both  by  ftatuary  and  by  painting  ;  but  it 
does  not  follow  from  this  that  they  worlhipped 
them  any  more  than  we  do.”  Not  worlhipoed 
them  i  What  think  you  of  the  golden  image 
which  Nebuchadnezzar  fet  up  ?  Was  it  not 
worlhipped  by  the  princes,  the  rulers,  the 
judges,  the  people,  the  nations, and  the  languages 
of  tne  Babylonian  empire  ?  Not  worlhioped 
them  !  What  think  you  of  the  decree  of  the 
Roman  fenate  fer  fetching  the  ftatue  of  the 
mother  of  the  gods  from  Peffinum  ?  Was  it 

only 
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only  that  they  might  admire  it  as  a  piece  of 
workmanfhip  ?  Not  worfhipped  them  !  “  What 
man  is  there  that  knoweth  not  how  that  the 
city  of  the  Ephefians  was  a  worfhipper  of  the 
great  goddeis  Diana,  and  of  the  image  which 
fell  down  from  Jupiter  Not  worfhipped 
them  !■ — The  worfhip  was  univerfal.  “  Every 
nation  made  gods  of  their  own,  and  put  them 
in  the  houfes  of  the  high  places,  which  the  Sa¬ 
maritans  had  made— the  men  of  Babylon  made 
Succoth-benoth,-  and  the  men  of  Cuth  made 
Nergal,  and  the  men  of  Hamath  made  Afhima, 
and  the  Avites  made  Nibhas  and  Tartak,  and  * 
the  Sepharvites  burned  their  children  in  fire  to 
Adrammelech,  and  Anammelech,  the  gods  of 
Sepharvaim.”  (2  Kings,  chap,-  xvii.)  The 
heathens  are  much  indebted  to  you  for  this  your 
curious  apology  for  their  idolatry  ;  for  a  mode  of 
worfhip  the  mod:  cruel,  fenfelefs,  impure,  abom¬ 
inable,  that  can  poffibly  difgrace  the  faculties  of 
the  human  mind.  Had  this  your  conceit  oc¬ 
curred  in  ancient  times,  it  might  have  fayed 
Micah’s  teraphims ,  the  golden  calves  of  Jeroboam^ 
and  of  Aaron ,  and  quite  fuperfeded  the  neceffity 
of  the  fecond  commandment  !  !  !  Heathen; 
morality  has  had  its  advocates  before  you  ;  the 
facetious  gentleman  who  pulled  off  his  hat  to 
the  flatue  of  Jupiter,  that  he  might  have  a  friend> 
when  heathen  idolatry  fhould  again  be  in  re¬ 
pute,  feerns  to  have  had  fome  foundation  for 
his  improper  humour,  fome  knowledge  that 
certain  men  efteeming  themfelves  great  philofo- 
phers  had  entered  into  a  confpiracy  to  abolifh 
Chriflianity,  fome  forefight  of  the  confequences 
which  will  certainly  attend  their  fuccefs. 

It 
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It  is  an  error,  you  fay,  to  call  the  Pfalms— > 
the  Pfalms  of  David.  This  error  was  obferved 
by  St.  Jerome,  many  hundred  years  before  you 
were  born  ;  his  words  are — u  We  know  that 
they  are  in  an  error  who  attribute  all  the  Pfalms 
to  David.”  You,  I  fuppofe,  will  not  deny,  that 
David  wrote  fome  of  them.  Songs  are  of  va¬ 
rious  forts  ;  we  have  hunting  fongs,  drinking 
fongs,  fighting  fongs,  love  fongs,  foolifh,  wan¬ 
ton,  wicked  fongs  :  if  you  will  have  the  cc Pfalms 
of  David  to  be  nothing  but  a  collection  from 
different  fong-writers,”  you  muff; -allow  that  the 
writers  of  them  were  infpired  by  no  ordinary 
fpirit ;  that  it  is  a  collection,  incapable  of  being 
degraded  by  the  name  you  give  it ;  that  it 
greatly  excels  every  other  collection  in  matter 
and  in  manner.  Compare  the  book  of  Pfalms 
with  the  odes  of  Horace  or  Anacreon,  with  the 
hymns  of  Callimachus,  tire  golden  verfes  of  Py¬ 
thagoras,  the  chorufes  of  the  Greek  tragedians, 
(no  contemptible-  compofitions  any  of  thefe,) 
and  you  will  quickly  fee  how  greatly  it  furpafles 
them  all,  in  piety  of  fentiment,  in  fublimity  of 

expreffion,  impurity  of  morality,  and  in  rational 
theology. 

As  you  efteem  the  Pfalms  of  David  a  fong 
book,  it  is  confident  enough  in  yon  to  efteem 
the  Proverbs*  of  Solomon  a  jeft  book  ;  there 
have  not  come  down  to  us  above  eight  hun¬ 
dred  of  his  jefts  ;  if  we  had  the  whole  three 
thoufand,  which  he  wrote,  our  mirth  would  be 
extreme.  Let  us  open  the  book,  and  fee  what 
kind  of  jefts  it  contains ;  take  the  very  firft  as 
a  fpecimen— “  The  fear  of  the  Lord  is  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  knowledge ;  but  fools  defpife  wif- 

donx 
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dom  and  inftruftion.55  Do  you  perceive  any 
jefi  in  this  ?  The  fear  of  the  Lord  !  What  Lord 
does  Solomon  mean  ?  He  means  that  Lord  who 
took,  the  pofterity  of  Abraham  to  be  his  pecu¬ 
liar  people — who  redeemed  that  people  from 
^SYPdan  bondage  by  a  miraculous  interpolation 
of  his  power — who  gave  the  law  to  Mofes— 
who  commanded  the  Ifraelites  to  exterminate 
the-  nations  of  Canaan,-  Now  this  Lord  you 
will  not  fear  ;  the  jeft  fays,  you  defpife  wifdom 
and  inftrudiion.  Let  us  try  again — u  My  foil, 
hear  the  inftruciion  of  thy  father,  and  forfake 
not  the  law  ot  thy  mother.55  If  your  heart 
has  been  ever  touched  by  parental  feelings,  you 
will  lee  no  jeft  in  this.  Once  more — My  fon, 
if  fmners  entice  thee,  confent  thou  not.55  Thefe 
are  the  three  fir  ft  proverbs  in  Solomon’s  “  jeft 
booi;  j  if  you  read  it  through,  it  may  not 
make  you  merry  ;  I  hope  it  will  make  you 
whe  ;  that  it  will  teach  you,  at  leaft,  the  begin- 
mng  of  wiidom— the  fear  of  that  Lord  whom 
Solomon  feared,  Solomon,  you  tell  us,  was 
witty  ;  jefters  are  fometimes  witty  y  but 
though  all  the  world,  from  the  time  of  the 
queen  or  Sheba,  has  heard  of  the  wifdom  of 
Solomon,  his  wit  was  never  heard  of  before. 
There  is  a  great  difference,  Mr.  Locke  teaches 
us,  between  wit  and  judgment,  and  there  is ;  a 
greater  between  wit  and  wifdom.  Solomon 
“  was  wifer  than  Ethan  the  Ezahite,  and  Hu¬ 
man,  and  Chalcol,  and  Darda,  the  fons  of 
Mahol.55  Thefe  men  you  may  think  were  jeft¬ 
ers  ;  and  fo  may  you  call  the  leven  wife  men 
of  Greece  :  but  you  will  never  convince  the 
world  that  Solomon,  who  was  wifer  than  them 

all, 
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.all,  was.  nothing  but  a  witty  jefter.  As  to  the 
fins  and  debaucheries  of  Solomon,  we  have 
nothing  to  do  with  them  but  to  avoid  them  • 
and  to  give  full  credit  to  his  experience,  when 
he  preaches  to  us  his  admirable  fermon  on  the 
vanity  of  every  thing  but  piety  and  virtue. 

Ifaiah  has  a  greater  fhare  Gf  your  abufe  than 
any  other,  writer  in  the  Old  Teftament,  and  the 
reafon  of  it  is  obvious: — the  prophecies  of  Ifaiah 
have  received  fuch  a  full  and  circumftantial 
completion,  that,  unlefs,  you  can  perfuade  vour- 
felf  to  confider  the  whole  book  (a  few  hiftorical 
fketches  excepted)  {‘  as  one  continued  bombaf- 
tical  rant,  full  of  extravagant  metaphor,  with- 
out  application,  and  deffitute  of  meaning,5’  you 
muft  of  neceffity  allow  its  divine  authority. 
You  compare  the  burden  of  Babylon,  the  bur- 
Moab,  the  burden  of  Damafcus,  and 
the  other  denunciations  of  the  prophet  againfl 
cities  and  kingdoms,  to  “  the  ftory  of  the 
knight  of  the  burning  mountain,  the  ftorv  of 
Cindenlla,  &c.”  J  may  have  read  thefe  fto- 
nes,  but  I  remember  nothing  of  the  fubieds 
ot  them  ;  I  have  read  alfo  Ifaiah’s  burden  of 
Babylon,  and  I  have  compared  it  with  the 
pan  and  prefent  ftate  of  Babylon,  and  the  com¬ 
panion  has  ^  made  fuch  an  impreffion  on  my 
mind,  that  it  will  never  be  effaced  from  my 
memory.  J  lhall  never  ceafe  to  believe,  that 
tue  Eternal  alone,  by  whom  things  future  are 
more  diftmclly  known  than  pall  or  prefent 
tmngs  are  by  man,  that  the  eternal  God  alone 
could  have  didated  to  the  prophet  Ifaiah  the 
ubjeci  01  the  burden  of  Babylon. 

I  he  lafter  part  of  the  forty-fourth,  and  the 
I  .  beginning 
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beginning,  of  the  forty-fifth  chapters  of  IfaLati, 
are,  in  your  opinion,  fo  far  from  being  written 
by  Ifaiah,  that  they  could  only  have  been  writ¬ 
ten  by  fome  perfon  who  lived  at  lead:  an  hun¬ 
dred  and  fifty  years  after  Ifaiah  was  dead  : — 
Thefe  chapters,  you  go  on,  cc  are  a  compliment 
to  Cyrus,  who, permitted  the  Jews  to  return  to 
Jerulalem  from  the  Babylonian  captivity  above 
one  hundred  and  fifty  years  after  the  death  of 
Ifaiah  — and  is  it  for  this,  Sir,  that  you  ac- 
cufe  the  church  of  audacity  and  the  priefts  of 
ignorance,, in  impofmg,  as  you  call  it,  this  book 
upon  the  world  as  the  writing  of  Ifaiah  ?  What 
fhall  be  faid  of  you,  who,  either  defignedly  or 
ignorantly,  reprefent  one  of  the  moft  clear  and 
important  prophecies  in, the  Bible,  as  an  hiftor- 
ical  compliment,  written  above  an  hundred  and 
fifty  years  after  the  death  of  the  prophet  ?  We 
contend,  Sir,  that  this  is  a  prophecy  and  not 
an  hiftory  ;  that  God  called  Cyrus  by  his  name  ; 
declared  that  he  fhould. conquer  Babylon  ;  and 
defcribed  the  means  by  which  he  fhould  do  it, 
above  an  hundred  years  before  Cyrus  was  born, 
and  when  there  was  no  probability  of  fuch  an 
event.  Porphyry  could  not  refill  the  evidence 
of  Daniel’s  prophecies,  but  by  faying,  that  they 
were  forged. after  the  events  predicted  had  ta¬ 
ken  place  ;  Voltaire  could  not  refill  the  evidence 
of  the  prediction  of  Jefus ,  concerning  the  de- 
ftruction  of  Jerufalem  but  by  faying,  that  the 
account  was  written  after  Jerufalem  had  been 
deftroyed,;  and  you,  at  length,  (though,  for 
aught  I  know,  you  may  have  had  predeceffors  in 
this  prefumption,)  unable  to  refill  the  evidence 
pf  Ifaiah9 s  prophecies,  contend  that  they  are 

■boxnbaftica! 


FOR  THE  BIBLE.  73 

bombaflical  rant,  without  application,  though 
the  application  is  circumflantial ;  and  deftitute 
of  meaning,  though  the  meaning  is  fo  obvious 
that  it  cannot  be  miftaken  ;  and  that  one  of 
the  mol t  remarkable  of  them  is  not  a  prophecy* 
but  an  hiftorical  compliment  written  after  the 
event.  We  will  not.  Sir,  give  up  Daniel  and 
St.  Matthew  to  the  impudent  aflfertions  of  Por¬ 
phyry  and  Voltaire,  nor  will  we  give  up  Ifaiah 
to  your  afifertion.  Proof,  proof  is  what  we  re¬ 
quire,  and  not  afiertion  :  we  will  not  relinquifli 
our  religion,  in  obedience  to  your  abufive  aflfer- 
tion  refpefting  the  prophets  of  God.  That  the 
wonderful  abfurdity  of  this  hypothefis  may  be 
more  obvious  to  you,  I  beg  you  to  confider  that 
Cyrus  was  a  Perfian,  had  been  brought  up  in 
the  religion  of  his  country,  and  was  probably 
addicted  to  the  magian  fuperftition  of  two  inde¬ 
pendent  beings,  equal  in  power  but  different 
in  principle,  one  the  author  of  light  and  of  all 
good,  the  other  the  author  of  darknefs  and  all 
evil.  Now  is  it  probable  that  a  captive  Jew, 
meaning  to  compliment  the  greateft  prince  in 
the  world,  fhould  be  fo  ftupid  as  to  tell  the 
prince  that  his  religion  was  a  lie  ?  “  I  am  the 
Lord,  and  there  is  none  elfe,  I  form  the  light 
and  create  darknefs ,  I  make  peace  and  create 
evil,  I  the  Lord  do  all  thefe  things. ” 

But  if  you  will  perfevere  in  believing  that  the 
prophecy  concerning  Cyrus  was  written  after 
the  event,  perufe  the  burden  of  Babylon  ;  was 
that  alfo  written  after  the  event  ?  Were  the 
Medes  then  ftirred  up  againft  Babylon  ?  Was 
Babylon,  the  glory  of  the  kingdoms,  the 
beauty  of  the  Chaldees,  then  overthrown,  and 
become  as  Sodom  and  Gomorrah  ?  Was  it 
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then  uninhabited  ?  Was  it  then  neither  fit  for 
the  Arabian's  tent  nor  the  fhepherd’s  fold  ? 
Did  the  wild  beads  of  the  defert  then  lie  there? 
Did  the  wild  beads  of,  the  iflands  then  cry  in, 
their  defolate  houfes,  and  dragons  in  their  plead 
ant  palaces  ?  ,"Were  Nebuchadnezzar  and  Bel- 
fhazzar,  the  fon.and  the  grandfon,  then  cut  off? 
Was  Babylon  then  become  a  poffeffion  of  the 
bittern,  and  pools^f  water  ?  Was  it  then  fwept 
with  the  befom  of  deflruCtion,  fo  fwept  that  the 
world  knows  not  where  to  find  it  ?  * 

I  am  unwilling  to  attribute  bad  defigns,  de¬ 
liberate  wickednefs,  to  you,  or  to  any  man  ;  I 
cannot  avoid  believing,  that  you  think  you  have 
truth  on  your  fide,  and  that  you  are  doing  fer¬ 
ric  e  to  mankind  in  endeavouring  to  root  out 
what  you  effeem  fuperftition.  What  I  blame 
you  for  is  this— that  you  have  attempted  to  led 
fen  the  authority  of  the  Bible  by  ridicule,  more 
than  by  reafon,;  that  you  have  brought  forward 
every  petty  objection  which  your  ingenuity 
could  difcover,  or  your  induftry  pick  up,  from 
the  writings  of  others  ;  and  without  taking  any 
notice  of  the  anfwers  which  have  been  repeat¬ 
edly  given  to  thefe  objections,  you  urge  and 
enforce  them  as  if  they  .were  new.  There  is 
certainly  feme  novelty,  at  leaft  in  your  manner, 
for  you  go  beyond  all  others  in.  boldnefs  of  ad 
fertion,  and  in  profanenefs  of  argumentation ; 
.Bolingbroke  and  Voltaire  muff  yield  the  palm 
pf  feurrility  .to  Thomas  Paine. 

Permit  me  to  ftate  to  you,  what  would,  in 
my  opinion,  have  been  a  better  mode  of  pro¬ 
ceeding  ;  better  fuited  to  the  charafter  of  an 
honeft  man,  fincere  in  his  endeavours  to  fearch 
..put  truth.  Such  a  man,  in  reading  the  Bible, 

would, 
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would  in  the  jirft  place,,  examine  whether  the 
Bible  attributed  to  the  Supreme  Being  any  at¬ 
tributes  repugnant  to  holinefs,  truth,  juftice, 
goodnefs  3  whether  it  reprefented  him  as  fub- 
jeft  to  human  infirmities  3  whether  it  excluded 
him  from  the  government  of  the  World,  or  al¬ 
igned  the  origin  of  it  to  chance,  and  an  eter¬ 
nal  conflifl:  of  atoms.  Finding  nothing  of  this 
kind  in  the  Bible,  (for  the  deftrudtion  of  the 
Canaanites  by  his  exprefs  command,  I  have 
fhewn  not  to  be  repugnant  to  his  moral  juftice,) 
he  would,  in  the  fecond  place,  confider  that  the 
Bible  being,  as  to  many  of  its  parts,  a  very  old 
book,  and  written  by  various  authors,  and  at 
different  and  diftant  periods,  there  might,  prob¬ 
ably,  occur  feme  difficulties  and  apparent  con¬ 
tradictions  in  the  hiftorical  part  of  it  3  he  would 
endeavour  to  remove  thefe  difficulties,  to'  recon¬ 
cile  thefe  apparent  contradiction's,  by  the  rules 
of  fuch  found  criticifm  as  he  would  ufe  in  ex¬ 
amining  the  contents  of  any  other  book  3  and 
if  he  found  that  moft  of  them  were  of  a  trifling 
nature,  arift'rig  from  fhort  additions  inferted  in¬ 
to  the  text  as  explanatory  and  fupplemental,  or 
from  miftakes  and  omiliions  of  tranfcribers,  he 
would  infer  that  all  the  reft  were  capable  of 
being  accounted  for,  though  he  was  not  able 
to  do  it  3  and  he  would  be  the  more  willing  to 
make  this  concefiion,  from  obferving,  that  there 
tan  through  the  whole  book  an  harmony  and 
connexion,  utterly  inconfiftent  with  every  idea 
of  forgery  and  deceit.  He  would  then,  in  the 
third  place,  obferve,  that  the  miraculous  and 
hiftorical  parts  of  this  book  were  fo  intermixed, 
that  they  could  not  be  feparated  3  that  they 
muft  either  both  be  true,  or  both  falfe  3  and 

from 
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from  finding  that  the  hiftorical  part  was  as  well 
or  better  authenticated  than  that  of  any  other 

u  ory,  he  would  admit  the  miraculous  part  ; 
and  to  confirm  himfelf  in  this  belief,  he  would 
adVert  to  the  prophecies ;  well  knowing  that  the 
prediction  of  things  to  come,  was  as  certain  a 
pi  oof  of  the  divine  interpofition,  as  the  per¬ 
formance  of  a  miracle  could  be.  If  he  fhould 
'  asAe  certainly  would,  that  many  ancient 
prophecies  had  been  fulfilled  in  all  their  circum- 
Itances,  and  that  fome  were  fulfilling  at  this 
very  day,  he  would  not  fuffer  a  few  feeming  or 
teal  difficulties  to  overbalance  the  weight  of  this 
accumulated  evidence  for  the  truth  of  the  Bible. 
Such,  I  prefume  to  think,  would  be  a  proper 
conduCt  in  all  thofe  who  are  defirous  of*  form¬ 
ing  a  rational  and  impartial  judgment  on  the 

iubjeCt  of  revealed  religion.  To  return. _ 

As  to  your  obfervation,  that  the  book  of 
Ifaiah  is  (at  leaft  in  tranflation)  that  kind  of 
compofition  and  raife  tafie,  which  is  properly 
called  profe  run  mad- — I  have  only  to  remark, 
diat  your  tafie  for  Hebrew  poetry,  even  judging 
vf  h  i.ora  tranflation,  would  be  more  correCt  if 
you  would  fuffer  yourfelf  to  be  informed  on  the 
IubjeCt  by  Bifliop  JLowth,  who  tells  you  in  his 
Prelections-  that  a  poem  tranflated  literally 
irom  the  Hebrew  into  any  other  language,  whilft 
the  lame  forms  of  the  fentences  remain,  will 
ftili  retain,  even  as  far  as  relates  to  verfification, 
much  of  its  native  dignity,  and  a  faint  appear¬ 
ance  .of  verification.”  (Gregory’s  Tranfl.)  If 
this  is  what  you  mean  by  profe  run  mad,  your 
obfervation  may  be  admitted. 

5fou  explain  at  fome  length  your  notion  of 
the  mifapplication  made  by  St.  Matthew  of  the 

prophecy 
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prophecy  in  Ifaiah~— '”c'>  Behold,  a  vngin  Hia.il 
conceive  and  bear  a  fon.”  That  paflage  has 
been  handled  largely  and  minutely  by  altnofl 
every  commentator,  and  it  is  too  important  tor 
be  handled  fuperficially  by  any  one  :  I  am  not 
on  the  prefent  occafion  concerned  to  explain  it. 
It  is  quoted  by  you  to  prove,  and  it  is  the  only 
inflance  you  produce — that  Ifaiah  was  a  ly¬ 
ing  prophet  and  an  impoftor.”  Now  I  main¬ 
tain,  that  this  very  inftance  proves,  that  he  was 
a  true  prophet,  and  no  itnpoftor.  dhe  hiflory 
of  the  prophecy,  as  delivered  in  the  feventh 
chapter,  is  this— Rezin  king  of  Syria,  and  P'e- 
kah  king  of  Ifrael,  made  war  upon  Ahaz  king* 
of  Judah  ;  not  merely,  or,  perhaps,  not  at  all, 
for  the  fake  of  plunder  or  the  conqueft  of  ter¬ 
ritory,  but  with  a  declared  purpofe  of  making 
an  entire  revolution  in  the  government  of  Ju¬ 
dah,  of  deftroying  the  royal  houfe  of  David, 
and  of  placing  another  family  on  the  throne. 
Their  purpofe  is  thus  expreffed — “  Let  us  go 
up  again  ft  Judah,  and  vex  it,  and  let  us  make 
a  breach  therein  for  us,  and  fet  a  king  in  the 
midit  of  it,  even  the  fon  of  TabeaW  Now 
what  did  the  Lord  coimniffion  Ifaiah  to  fay  to 
Ahaz  ?  Did  he  commiffion  him  to  lay,  the  kings 
Hi  all  not  vex  thee  ?  No.  The  kings  {hall  not 
conquer  thee  ?  No,  The  kings  ihall  not  fuc- 
ceed  againft  thee  ?  No.  He  commiffioned 
him  to  fay,  “  It  (the  purpofe  of  the  two  kings) 
fhall  not  (land,  neither  {hall  it  come  to  pais.” 
I  demand — Did  it  (land,  did  it  come  to  pafs  ? 
Was  any  revolution  effected  ?  Was  the  royal\ 
houfe  of  David  dethroned  and  deftroyed  ?  Was 
Tabeal  ever  made  king  of  Judah  ?  No.  The 
prophecy  was  perfectly  accomplished.  You  fay, 

G  2  “  Inftead 
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“  Inftead  of  thefe  two  kings  failing  in  their 
attempt  againft  Ahaz,  they  fucceeded  ;  Ahaz 
was  defeated  and  deftroyed.”  I  deny  the  fad  : 
Ahaz  was  defeated,  but  not  deftroyed  ;  and 
even  the  “  two  hundred  thoufand  women,  and 
ions,  and  daughters,”  whom  you  reprefent  as 
carried  into  captivity,  were  not  carried  into  cap- 
tivity  ;  they  were  made  captives,  but  they  were 
net  carried  into  captivity  ;  for  the  chief  men  of 
oamaria,  being  admoniftied  by  a  prophet,  would 
not  fuffer  Pekah  to  bring  the  captives  into  the 
an_  7  -^hey  rofe  up,  and  took  the  captives, 
sand  with  the  fpoil  clothed  all  that  were  naked 
among  them,  and  arrayed  them,  and  Ihod  them, 
and  gave  them  to  eat  and  to  drink,  and  anointed 
t  em,  and  canied  all  the  feeble  of  them  upon 
S ,  0onle  humanity,  you  fee,  amongft  thofe 
Ifraelites,  whom  you  every  where  reprefent  as 
barbarous  brutes,)  and  brought  them  to  Jeri¬ 
cho,  the  city  or  palm-trees,  to  their  brethren.” 

2  Chron.  xxviii.  15.  The  kings  did  fail  in 
their  attempt  ^  their  attempt  was  to  deftroy  the 
houfe  of  David,  and  to  make  a  revolution  ;  but 
they  made  no  revolution,  they  did  not  deftroy 
the  houfe  of  David,  for  Ahaz  flept  with  his 
fathers  ;  and  Hezekiah,  his  fon,  of  the  houfe 
of  David,  reigned  in  his  Head. 


Letter  VI. 

S  1  R, 

A  FTER  what  I  conceive  to  be  a  great  mif- 
representation  of  the  character  and  con- 
oi  Jeremiah,  you  bring  forward  an  ob¬ 
jection 
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jeCtion  which  Spinoza  and  others  before  you 
had  much  infilled  upon,  though  it  is  an  objec¬ 
tion  which  neither  affeCts  the  genuinenefs,  nor 
the  authenticity, ’of  the  book  of  Jeremiah,  any 
more  than  the  blunder  of  a  bookbinder,  in  mif- 
placing  the  flieets  of  your  performance,  would 
leffen  its  authority.  The  objection  is,  that  the 
book  of  Jeremiah  has  been  put  together  in  a 
difordered  ft  ate.  It  is  acknowledged,  that  the 
order  of  time  is  not  every  where  obferved  ;  but 
the  caufe  of  the  confufion  is  not  known.  Some 
attribute  it  to  Baruch  collecting  into  one  volume 
all  the  feveral  prophecies  which  Jeremiah  had 
written,  and  neglecting  to  put  them  in  their 
proper  places  : — others  think  that  the  feveral 
parts  of  the  work  were  at  firft  properly  arrang¬ 
ed,  but  that  through  accident,  or  the  careleflnefs 
of  tranfcribers,  they  were  deranged  : — others 
contend,  that  there  is  no  confufion  ;  that  proph¬ 
ecy  differs  from  hiftory,  in  not  being  fubjeft  to 
an  accurate  obferyance  of  time  and  order.  But 
leaving  this  matter  to  be  fettled  by  critical  dif- 
cuffion,  let  us  come  to  a  matter  of  greater  im¬ 
portance — to  your  charge  againft  Jeremiah  for 
his  duplicity,  and  for  his  falfe  prediction.  Firft, 
as  to  his  duplicity  : 

Jeremiah,  on  account  of  his  having  boldly 
predicted  the  deftruCtion  of  Jerufalem,  had  been 
thruft  into  a  miry  dungeon  by  the  princes  of 
Judah  who  fought  his  life  ;  there  he  would 
have  perifhed,  had  not  one  of  the  eunuchs  taken 
compafiion  on  him,  and  petitioned  king  Zede- 
kiah  in  his  favour,  faying,  “  Thefe  men  (the 
princes)  have  done  evil  in  all  that  they  have 
done  to  Jeremiah  the  prophet,  (no  frnall  tefti- 
xnony  this,  of  the  probity  of  the  prophet's  char¬ 
acter,) 
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after,)  whom  they  have  cafe  into  the  dungeon 
and  he  is  like  to  die  for  hunger.”  On  this  rep- 
rerentation  Jeremiah  was  taken  out  of  the  dun¬ 
geon  by  an  order  from  the  king,  who  foon  af¬ 
terwards  fent  privately  for  him,  and  defired 
him  to  conceal  nothing  from  him,  binding  him- 
feb,  by  an  oath,  that,  whatever  might  be  the 
nature  of  his  prophecy,  he  would  not  put  him 
to  death,  or  deliver  him  into  the  hands  of  the 
princes  who  fought  his  life.  Jeremiah  deliver¬ 
ed  to  him  the  purpoie  of  God  refpefting  the 
rate  of  Jerufalem.  T.he  conference  being  end¬ 
ed,  the  King,  anxious  to  perform  his  oath,  to 
preferve  the  life  of  the  prophet,  difmiiTed’  him, 
iaymg,  “  Let  no  man  know  of  thefe  words,  and 
tnou  fhall  not  die.  But  if  the  princes  hear 
that  I  have  talked  with  thee,  and  they  corns' 

unL°  fay  unto  thee,  Declare  unto  us 

now  what  thou  haft  faid  unto  the  king,  hide  if 
not  from  us,  and  we  will  not  put  thee  to  death  ; 
a!fo  what  the  king  faid  unto  thee  :  then  thou 
foalt  fay  unto  them,  I  prefented  my  fupplication 
bexore  the  king,  that  he  would  not  caufe  me  to 
return  to  Jonathan’s  houfe  to  die  there.  Then 
came  all  the  princes  unto  Jeremiah,  and  afkecl 
him,  and  he  told  them  according  to  all  thefe 
words  that  the  king  had  commanded.”  Thus, 
you  remark,  this  man  of  God,  as  he  is  called, 
could  tell  a  lie,  or  very  ffrongly  prevaricate  ; 
for  certainly  he  did  not  go  to  Zedekiah  to  make 
his  fupplication,  neither  did  he  make  it.”  It 
is  not  faid  that  he  told  the  princes  he  went  to 
make  his  fupplication,  but  that  ho  prefented  it : 
now  it  is  faid  in  the  preceding  chapter,  that  he 
did  make  the  lupplication,  and  it  is  probable 
that  ia  this  conference  he  renewed  it  j  but  be 

that 
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that  as  It  may,  I  contend  that  Jeremiah  was 
not  guilty  of  duplicity,  or,  in  more  intelligible 
terms,  that  he  did  not  violate  any  law  of  na¬ 
ture,  or  of  civil  fociety,  in  what  he  did  on  this 
oecafion.  He  told  the  truth,  in  part,  to  fave 
his  life  ;  and  he  was  under  no  obligation  to  tell 
the  whole  to  men  who  were  certainly  his  ene¬ 
mies,  and  no  good  fubjects  to  his  king.  “  In 
a  matter  (fays  Puffendorf)  which  I  am  not 
obliged  to  declare  to  another,  if  I  cannot,  with 
fafety,  conceal  the  whole,  I  may  fairly  difcover 
no  more  than  a  part”  Was  Jeremiah  under 
any  obligation  to  declare  to  the  princes  what  had 
paffed  in  his  conference  with  the  king?  You 
may  as  well  fay,  that  the  houfe  of  lords  has  a 
right  to  compel  privy  counfeilors  to  reveal  the 
king?s  fecrets.  The  king  cannot  jufldy  require 
a  privy  counfellor  to  tell  a  lie  for  him ;  but  he 
may  require  him  not  to  divulge  his  counfels  to 
thofe  who  have  no  right  to  know  them.  Now 
for  the  falfe  prediction — I  will  give  the  defcrip- 
tion  of  it  in  your  own  words. 

46  In  the  34th  chapter  is  a  prophecy  of  Jere¬ 
miah  to  Zedekiah,  in  thefe  words,  ver.  2. — 
4  Thus  faith  the  Lord,  Behold,  I  will  give  this 
city  into  the  hands  of  the  king  of  Babylon,  and 
will  burn  it  with  fire  ;  and  thou  {halt  not  efcape 
out  of  his  hand,  but  thou  fhalt  furely  be  taken, 
and  delivered  into  his  hand;  and  thine  eyes 
fhall  behold  the  eyes  of  the  king  of  Babylon, 
and  he  fhail  fpeak  with  thee  mouth  to  mouth, 
and  thou  fhalt  go  to  Babylon.  Yet  hear  the 
word  of  the  Lord ,  0  Zedekiah ,  king  of  Judah  ; 
thus  faith  the  Lord ,  Thou  fhalt  not  die  by  the  fword , 
but  thou  foalt  die  in  peace  ;  and  with  the  burnings 
of  thy  fathers ,  the  former  kings  that  were  before 

thee , 
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thee^fo  Jhall  they  burn  odours  for  thee ,  and  will  la- 
merit  thee  faying.  Ah,  Lord!  'for  l  have  pronounced 
the  yard,  faith  the  Lord: 

“Now,  inftead  of  Zedekiah  beholding  the 
e>es  o  tie  king  of  Babylon,  and  fpeaking  with 
him  mouth  to  mouth,  and  dying  in  peace',  and 
witn  the  burnings  of  odours,  as  at  the  funeral 

t  lb,er  S  C^s-  Jeremiah  had  declared  the 

■Lord  himfelf  had  pronounced)  the  reverfe,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  5-2d  chapter,  was  the  cafe  ;  it  is 
there  hated,,  verfe  io,  ‘  That  the  king  of  Baby¬ 
lon  flew  the  fons  of  Zedekiah  before  his  eyes  ; 
then  he  put  out  the  eyes  of  Zedekiah,  and 
oound  him  in  chains,  and  carried  him  to  Baby¬ 
lon,  and  put  him  in  prifon  till  the  day  of  hi? 
death  What  can  we  fay  of  thefe  prophets, 
but  chat  tney  are  impohors  and  liars  ?”  I  can- 

laJ'  the  prophecy  you  have  produced, 

was  fulfilled  m  all  its  parts  :  and  what  then  lhaif 
be  Laid  of  thofe  who  call  Jeremiah  a  liar  and 

an  impoftor  ?  Here  then  we  are  fairly  at  iffue _ _ 

you  affirm  that  the  prophecy  was  not  fulfilled, 
and  I  affirm  that  it  Was  fulfilled  in  ail  its  parts. 

“ } give  f  his  city  into  the  hands' of  the  king 
or  Babylon,  and  he  fhall  burn  it  with  fire  fo 
lays  the  prophet ;  what  fays  the  hiftory  ?  “  They 
(the  forces  of  the  king  of  Babylon)'  burnt  the 
houfe  of  God,  and  brake  down  the  walls  of  }e- 
rufalem,  and  burnt  all  the  palaces  thereof  with 
lire.'5  (2  Chron.  xxxvi.  19.)  «  Thou  fhalt  not 

eicape  out  of  his  hand,  but  flialt  furely  be  taken, 
aim  delivered  into  his  hand fo  fays  the  prophet ; 
»hat  fays  the  hiftory  ?  “  The  min  /«?  led 

hy  king  went  the  way  towards 

tae  plain,  and  the  army  of  the  Chaldees  purfued 
itUer  the  xving,  and  overtook  him  in  the  plains 

of 
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,  of  Jericho  :  and  all  his  army  were  Scattered  from 
him  ;  fo  they  took  the  king,  and  brought  him  up 
to  the  king  of  Babylon ,  to  Riblah/5  (2  Kings  xxv. 
5.)  , The  prophet  goes  on,  44  Thine  eyes  fhall 
behold  the  eyes  of  the  king  of  Babylon,  and  he 
fhall  fpeak  with  thee  mouth  to  mouth/5  No 
pleafanfc  circumftance  this  to  Zedekiah,  who 
had  provoked  the  king  of  Babylon  by  revolting 
from  him  !  The  hiitory  fays,'  44  The  king  of 
Babylon  gave  judgment  upon  Zedekiah, or, 
as  it  is  more  literally  rendered  from  the  Hebrew, 

. 44 fpake  judgments  with  •  him  at  Riblah/5  The 
prophet  concludes  this  part  with,  44  And  thou 
fhalt  go  to  Babylon-/5  the  hiftory  fays,  44  The 
king  of  Babylon  bound  him  in  chains,  and  car¬ 
ried  him  to  Babylon,  and  put  him  in  prifon  till 
:  the  day  of  his  death/5  (Jer.  !ii.  11.)  44  Thou 

fhalt  not  die  by  the  fword/5  :  He  did  not  die  by 
the  fvvord,  he  did  not  fall  in  battle.  44  But 
thou  (halt  die  in  peace/5  He  did  die  in  peace, 
he  neither  expired  on  the  rack,  or  on  the  fcaf- 
fold  ;  was  neither  ftrangted  nor  poifoned  ;  no 
unuiual  fate  of  captive  kings  i  he  died  peacea¬ 
bly  in  his  bed,  though  that  bed  was  in  a  prifon. 
44  And  with  the  burnings  of  thy  fathers  fhall 
,  they  burn  odours  for  thee/5  I  cannot  prove 
-  from  the  hiftory  that  this -part  of  the  prophecy 
was  accomplifhed,  nor  can  you  prove  that  it 
was  not.  I  he  probability  is,  that  it  was  ac- 
.  compliflied  ;  and  I  have  two  reafons  on  which  I 
ground  this  probability.  Daniel,  Shadrach, 
Mefhaoh,  -and  Abednego,  to  fay  nothing  of 
other  Jews,  were  men  of  great  authority  in  the 
,  court  of  the  king  of  Babylon,  before  and  after 
the  commencement  of  the  imprifonment  of  Zed- 
.ckiah  j  -and  Daniel  continued  in  power  till  the 

Fubverfioj* 
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fubverfion  of  the  kingdom  of  Babylon  by  Cy¬ 
rus.  Now  it  feems  to  me  to  be  very  probable, 
that  Daniel,  and  the  other  great  men  of  the 
Jews,  would  both  have  inclination  to  requeft, 
and  influence  enough  with  the  king  of  Babylon 
to  obtain,  permiffion  to  bury  their  deceafed 
prince  Zedekiah,  after  the  manner  of  his  fath¬ 
ers.  But  if  there  had  been  no  Jews  at  Baby¬ 
lon  of  conference  enough  to  make  fuch  a  re- 
queft,  ftill  it  is  probable  that  the  king  of  Baby¬ 
lon  would  have  ordered  the  Jews  to  bury  and 
lament  their  departed  prince,  after  the  manner 
of  then  country*  Monarchs,  like  other  men, 
are  confcious  of  the  inffability  of  human  con¬ 
dition  ;  and  when  the  pomp  of  war  has  ceafed, 
when  the  indolence  of  conqueft  is  abated,  and 
the  fury  of  refentment  fubfided,  they  feldoin  fail 
to  revere  royalty  even  in  its  ruins,  and  grant 
without  reluftance  proper  obfequies  to  the  re¬ 
mains  of  captive  kings. 

fou  profefs  to  have  been  particular  in  treat- 
mg  of  the  books  afcribed  to  Haiah  and  Jere¬ 
miah.  Pai  ticular  1  in  what  ?  ^  oil  have  partic¬ 
ularized  two  or  three  pafiages,  which  you  have 
endeavoured  to  reprefent  as  obje&ionable,  and 
which  I  hope  have  been  (hewn,  to  the  reader’s 
fatisfaclion,  to  be  not  juftiy  liable  to  your  cen- 
fure  ;  and  you  have  pafied  over  all  the  other 
parts  of  thele  books  without  notice.  Had  you 
been  particular  in  your  examination,  you  would 
have  round  caufe  to  admire  the  probity  and  the 
intrepidity  of  the  chara&ers  of  the  authors  of 
them  ;  you  would  have  met  with  many  inftances  v 
or  fublime  compohtion,  and,  what  is  of  more 
confequence,  with  many  inflances  of  prophetical 
veracity  — particularities  of  thefe  kinds  you 

have 
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have  wholly  overlooked.  I  cannot  account  for 
this  ;  I  have  no  right,  no  inclination,  to  call 
you  a  difhoneft  man  :  am  I  juftified  in  confid- 
ering  you  as  a  man  not  altogether  deflitute  of 
ingenuity,  but  fo  entirely  under  the  dominion 
of  prejudice  in  .every  thing  refpeCting  the  Bible5 
that,  like  a  corrupted  judge  previoufly  deter¬ 
mined  to  give  fentence  on  one  fide,  you  are 
negligent  in  the  examination  of  truth  ? 

You  proceed  to  the  reft  of  the  prophets,  and 
you  take  them  collectively,  carefully  however 
feleCting  for  your  obfervations  fuch  particulari¬ 
ties  as  are  beft  calculated  to  render,  if  poffible, 
the  prophets  odious  or  ridiculous  in  the  eyes  of 
your  readers.  You  confound  prophets  with 
poets  and  muficians I  would  diftinguifh  them 
thus  ;  many  prophets  were  poets  and  muficians, 
but  all  poets  and  muficians  were  not  prophets. 
Prophecies  were  often  delivered  in  poetic  lan¬ 
guage  and  meafure  ;  but  flights  and  metaphors 
of  the  Jewifh  poets  have  not,  as  you  affirm,  been 
foolifhly  erefted  into  what  are  now  called  proph¬ 
ecies — they  are  now  called,  and  have  always 
been  called,  prophecies, — becaufe  they  were 
real  predictions,  fome  of  which  have  received, 
fome  are  now  receiving,  and  all  will  receive, 
their  full  accomplifhment. 

That  there  were  falfe  prophets,  witches,  nec¬ 
romancers,  conjurers,  fortune-tellers,  among 
the  jews,  no  perfon  will  attempt  to  deny  ;  no 
nation,  barbarous  or  civilized,  has  been  with¬ 
out  them  :  but  when  you  would  degrade  the 
prophets  of  the  Old  Teftament  to  a  level  with 
thefe  conjuring,  dreaming,  (trolling  gentry-— 
when  you  would  reprefent  them  as  fpending 
their  lives  in  fortune-telling,  calling  nativities, 
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predicting  riches,  fortunate  or  unfortunate  mar. 
nages,  conjuring  for  loft  goods,  &c.  I  muft  he 
ahowed  to  fay,  that  you  wholly  miftake  their 
oluce,  and  miireprefent  their  char  after  :  their 
oihce  was  to  convey  to  the  children  of  Ifrael 
the  commands,  the  prcmifes,  the  threatening 
.oi  Almighty  God  ;  and  their  character  was 
that  of  men  fuftaining,  with  fortitude,  perfecu- 
tion  in  the  difcharge  of  their  duty.  There  were 
lalie  prophets  in  abundance  amongft  the  Jews; 
and  if  you  oppole  thefe  to  the  true  prophets,  and 
.call  them  both  party  prophets,  you  have  the  lib- 
erty  of  doing  io,  but  you  will  not  thereby  con¬ 
found  the  diftinction  between  truth  and  fake- 
hood.  Falfe  prophets  are  fpoken  of  with  de- 
teftation  in  many  parts  of  fcripture,  particularly 
by  Jeremiah,  who  accufes  them  of  pjophefviny 
lies  in  the  name  of  the  Lord,  faying,  “  I  have 
,dreanv_d,  I  have  ureamed  t— behold,  I  am 
againft  the  piophets,  faith  the  Lord,  that  ufe 
their  tongues,  and  fay,  He  faith  ;  that  prophefy 
.life  di earns,  and  caufe  my  people  to  err  bv 
their  lies  and  by  their  lightnefs.”  Jeremiah 
cautions  his  countrymen  againft  giving  credit 
to  their  prophets,  to  their  diviners,  to  their 
dreamers,  to  their  enchanters,  to  their  for- 
cerers,  “  which  fpeak  unto  you,  faying.  Ye 
ihall  not  ferve  the  king  of  Babylon.”  '  You  can¬ 
not  think  more  contemptibly  of  thefe  gentry, 
than  they  were  thought  of  by  the  true  proph¬ 
ets  at  the  ..time  they  lived  ;  but,  as  Jeremiah 
fays  on  this  fubjeft,  “  what  is  the  chaff  to  the 
wheat  ?”  what  are  the  falle  prophets  to  the  true 
ones  f  Every  thing  good  is  liable  to  abufe  ; 
but  who  argues  againff  the  ufe  of  a  thing  from 
the  abufe  of  it  ?  againft  phyficians,  becaufo 

then? 
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trier e  are  pretenders  to  phyfic  ?  Was  Ifaiah  a 
fortune-teller,  predicting  riches,  when  he  faid 
to  kin p*  Hezekiah,  “  Behold,  the  days  come, 
that  a  it  that  is  in  thine  houfe,  and  that  which 
thy  fathers  have  laid  up  in  ftore  until  this  day, 
fhall  be  carried  to  Babylon  :  nothing  fhall  be 
left,  faith  the  Lord.  And  of  thy  ions  that  fhall 
if fue  from  thee,  which  thou  fhalt  beget,  fhall 
they  take  away,  and  they  fhall  be  eunuchs  in 
the  palace  of  the  king  of  Babylon/5  fortune¬ 
tellers  generally  predict  good  luck  to  their  fim~ 
pie  cuftomers,  that  they  may  make  fomethmg 
by  their  trade  ;  but  Ifaiah  predict^,  to  a  mon¬ 
arch  defolation  of  his  country,  and  ruin  of  his 
family.  This  prophecy  was  fpoken  in  the  year 
before  Chrift  713  ;  and,  above  an  hundred 
years  afterwards,  it  was  accomplifhed  ;  when 
Nebuchadnezzar  took  jerufalern,  and  carried 
out  thence  all  the  treafures  of  the  houfe  of  the 
Lord,  and  the  treafures  of  the  king’s  houfe, 
(2  Kings  xxiv.  13*)  and  when  he  commanded 
the  matter  of  his  eunuchs,  (Dan.  i.  3.)  that  he 
fhould  take  certain  of  the  children  of  Ifrael, 
and  of  the  king’s  feed,  and  of  the  princes,  and 
educate  them  for  three  years,  till  they  were 
able  to  ftand  before  the  king. 

jehoram  king  of  Ifrael,  Jehofhaphat  king  of 
judah,  and  the  king  of  Edom,  going  with  their 
armies  to  make  war  on  the  king  of  Moab,  came 
into  a  place  where  there  was  no  water  either 
for  their  men  or  cattle.  In  this  diltrefs  they 
waited  upon  Eiifha,  (an  high  honour  for  one 
of  your  conjurers,)  by  the  advice  of  jehofha- 
phat,  who  knew  that  the  word  of  the  Lord  was 
with  him.  The  prophet,  on  feeing  jehoram, 
an  •  idolatrous  prince,  who  had  revolted  from 

the 
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hirTfiidT  °h-  trUC  God’  Come  to  conftil* 

of  fK  ffd  u°  hlm>~“  Get  thee  to  the  prophets 

erf”hyT?her  an,d-  ,the  P^phets  of  tffy  moth. 

a  mrfv  ,  IS  l0U  t5™k  lkews  E1’fta  to  have  been 
ir^i  ^  Prophet,  full  of  venom  and  vulgarity—* 

f  fhevv,s  him  to  have  been  a  man  of  great Tour 

a|eA-Wth°  relpe?edrthe,  diSnity  of  hisTwn  char- 
c?c’  !  Tred/lefs  °f  his  office  a  prophet 

edneTofT  d°ty  ?  *1* t0  reprove  tke  wick~ 
them  tf  k  I8*’  lS  °f  n  ther  men-  He  ordered 

of  " 

wasnto°d"ig  ft™  “!ib« ‘to'r7  ‘°  ge‘  WMCT 

Kfemation  of  the  cafe  ;  the  ditckf m 
j..g  that  water  might  be  gotten  by  digging  for 

flu  uld  that  thfy  ullght  hoid  the  water  when  it 
ould  miraculoufly  come,  “  without  wind  or 

rain  from  another  country  ;  and  it  did  come 

rom  the  way  of  Edom,  and  the  country  was 

•  fined  with  water  ”  As  to  Elifha’s  curfmg  the 

A6  T-  dr^n  who  had  mocked  him,  and  their 
ueni  uftion  in  confequence  of  his  imprecation, 

-c  whole  ffory  muff  be  taken  together.  The 
provocation  he  received  is,  by  forne,  confidered 

;lS/n  "lfu!c  offered  to  him,  not  as  a  man  but  as 
a  prophet,  and  that  the  perfons  who  offered  it 
were  not  what  we  underftand  by  little  children 
but  grown-up  youths  ;  the  term  child  being 
applied,  in  the  Hebrew  language,  to  grown-up 

r  °n.S"  rTe  t  lls  as  p  may>  die  curfmg  was 
the  aft  of  the  prophet  ;  had  it  been  a  fm,  ic 

would  not  have  been  followed  by  a  miraculous 
deftruftion  of  the  offenders ;  for  this  was  the 
0  God,  who  belt  knows  who  deferves  pun- 
nhinent.  What  effed  fuch  a  fignal  judgment 

had 
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had  on  the  idolatrous  inhabitants  of  the  land, 
is  no  where  faid  ;  but  it  is  probable  it  was  not 
without  a  good  efreft. 

Ezekiel  and  Daniel  lived  during  the  Babylo¬ 
nian  captivity  ;  you  allow  their  writings  to  be 
genuine.  In  this  you  differ  from  fome  of  the 
greateft  adverfaries  of  Chriftianity ;  and  in  my 
opinion  cut  up,  by  this  conceffion,  the  very  root 
of  your  whole  performance.  It  is  next  to  an 
impoffibility  for  any  man,  who  admits  the  book 
of  Daniel  to  be  a  genuine  book,  and  who  ex¬ 
amines  that  book  with  intelligence  and  impar¬ 
tiality,  to  refufe  his  adent  to  the  truth  of  Chrif¬ 
tianity.  As  to  your  faying,  that  the  interpreta¬ 
tions  which  commentators  and  priefts  have 
made  of  thefe  books,  only  fhew  the  fraud,  or 
the  extreme  folly,  to  which  credulity  and  prieft- 
craft  can  go  ;  I  coniider  it  as  nothing  but  a 
proof  of  the  extreme  folly  or  fraud  to  which 
prejudice  and  infidelity  can  carry  a  minute  phi- 
lofopher.  You  profefs  a  fondnefs  for  fcience  ; 
I  will  refer  you  to  a  fcientific  man,  who  was  nei¬ 
ther  a  commentator  nor  a  pried, — to  Fergufon. 
In  a  tract  entitled — The  Year  of  our  Saviour’s 
Crucifixion  afcertained  ;  and  the  darknefs,  at 
the  time  of  his  crucifixion,  proved  to  be  fuper- 
natural — this  real  philofopher  interprets  the  re¬ 
markable  prophecy  in  the  9th  chapter  of  Daniel, 
and  concludes  his  differtation  in  the  following 
words — “  Thus  we  have  an  adronomical  demon- 
dration  of  the  truth  of  this  ancient  prophecy, 
feeing  that  the  prophetic  year  of  the  Meffiah’s 
being  cut  off,  was  the  very  fame  with  the  adro¬ 
nomical/’  I  have  fomewhere  read  an  account 
of  a  folemn  deputation  which  was  held  at  Ve¬ 
nice,  in  the  lad  century,  between  a  Jew  and  a 
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Chnihan  the  Chriftian  ftrongly  argued  from 
<  nie  s  prophecy  of  the  feventy  weeks,  that  fe- 
fus  was  the  Mefliah  whom  the  Jews  had  W 
xpecie  ,  rom  the  predictions  of  their  proph¬ 
ets  :  the  learned  Rabbi,  who  prefided  at  this  dif- 
putation,  was  fo  forcibly  ftruck  by  the  argument, 
that  he  put  an  end  to  the  bufmefs,  by  faying-! 

.  Lket  us  u.P  Bibles  ;  for  if  we  proceed 
in  the  examination  of  this  prophecy,  it  will  make 
tts  all  become  Chriftians.”  Was  it  a  fimiiar 
apprehenlion  which  deterred  you  from  fo  much 
as  opening  the  book  of  Daniel  ?  You  have  not 
produced  from  it  one  exceptionable  paffao-e.  I 
?Pe  you  will  read  that  book  with  attention, 
with  intelligence,  and  with  an  unbiaffed  mind 
follow  the  advice  of  cur  Saviour  when  he  quot¬ 
ed  this  very  prophecy— “  Let  him  that  readeth 
underfland” — and  I  fliall  not  defpair  of  your 
converfion  from  Deifm  to  Chriffianity. 

In  order  to  difcredit  the  authority  of  the 
books  which  you  allow  to  be  genuine,  you  form 
a  ft  range  and  prodigious  hypothefis  concerning 
Lzekiel  and  Daniel,  for  which  there  is  no  man¬ 
ner  of  foundation  either  in  hiltory  or  probabil¬ 
ity.  You  luppofe  thefe  two  men  to  have  had 
no  dreams,  no  vifions,  no  revelation  from  God 
Almighty ;  but  to  have  pretended  to  thefe  things  5 
and,  under  that  difguife,  to  have  carried  on  an 
enigmatical  correfpondence  relative  to  the  re¬ 
covery  of  their  country  from  the  Babylonian 
yoke.  Phat  any  man  in  his  fenfes  fhould  frame 
or  adopt  fuch  an  hypothefis,  fhould  have  fo  lit¬ 
tle  regard  to  his  own  reputation  as  an  impartial 
inquirer  after  truth,  fo  little  refped  for  the  un- 
derfianding  of  his  readers,  as  to  obtrude  it  on 
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the  world,  would  have  appeared  an  incredible 
circumftance,  had  not  you  made  it  a  fact. 

You  quote  a  paffage  from  Ezekiel  ;  in  the 
29th  chapter,  ver.  ii,  fpeaking  of  Egypt,  it  is 
laid,  “  No  foot  of  man  fhall  pals  through  it,  nor 
foot  of  beall  fhall  pafs  through  it,  neither  fhall 
it  be  inhabited  forty  years  this,  you  fay, 
cc  never  came  to  pafs,  and  confequently  it  is  falfe:, 
as  all  the  books  I  have  already  reviewed  are.” 
Now  that  this  did  come  to  pafs,  we  have,  as  Biffi- 
op  Newton  obferves,  the  teftimonies  of  Me- 
gaithenes  and  Berolus,  two  heathen  hiftorians, 
who  lived  about  300  years  before  Chrift  ;  one 
of  whom  affirms,  exprefsly,  that  Nebuchadnez¬ 
zar  conquered  the  greater  part  of  Africa  ;  and 
the  other  affirms  it,  in  effeft,  in  faying,  that 
when  Nebuchadnezzar  heard  of  the  death  of 
his  father,  having  fettled  his  affairs  in  Egypt ,  and 
committed  the  captives  whom  he  took  in  Egypt 
to  the  care  of  fome  of  his  friends  to  bring  them 
after  him,  he  hafted  directly  to  Babylon.”  And 
if  we  had  been  poffeffed  of  no  teflimony  in  fup* 
port  of  the  prophecy,  it  would  have  been  an 
hafty  conclufion,  that  the  prophecy  never  came 
to  pais  ;  the  hiftory  of  Egypt,  at  fo  remote  a  pe¬ 
riod,  being  no  where  accurately  and  circumftan- 
tially  related.  I  admit  that  no  period  can  be 
pointed  out  from  the  age  of  Ezekiel  to  the  pref- 
ent,  in  which  there  was  no  foot  of  man  or  beaft 
to  be  ieen  for  forty  years  in  all  Egypt  ;  but 
fome  thinic  that  only  a  part  of  Egypt  is  here 
fpoken  of  ;  and  furely  you  do  not  expefl  a  liter¬ 
al  accompiiffiment  of  an  hyperbolical  expreffion, 
denoting  great  defolation  ;  importing  that  the 
trade  of  Egypt,  which  was  carried  on  then,  as 
at  prefen r,  by  caravans,  by  the  foot  of  man  and 
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bead,  fliould  be  annihilated.  Had  you  taken 
the  trouble  to  have  looked  a  little  farther  into 
the  booK  from  which  you  have  made  your  quo¬ 
tation,  you  would  have  there  feen  a  prophecy 
delivered  above  two  thoufand  years  ago,  and 
which  has  been  fulfilling  from  that  time  to  this 
— “  Egypt  fhall  be  the  bafefl  of  the  kingdoms, 
neither  fhall  it  exalt  itfelf  any  more  above  the 
nations — -there  fhall  be  no  more  a  prince  of  the 
land  of  Egypt.0  This  you  may  call  a  dream, 
a  vifion,  a  lie :  I  efteem  it  a  wonderful  prophe¬ 
cy  ;  for  cc  as  is  the  prophecy,  fo  has  been  the 
event.  Egypt  was  conquered  by  the  Babyloni¬ 
ans  ;  and  after  the  Babylonians  by  the  Perfians ; 
and  arter  the  Perfians  it  became  fubjeCt  to  the 
Macedonians  ;  and  after  the  Macedonians  to  the 
Romans ;  and  after  the  Romans  to  the  Saracens  ; 
and  then  to  the  Mamalucs ;  and  is  now  a  prov¬ 
ince  of  the  Turkifh  empire.0 

Suffer  me  to  produce  to  you  from  this  author 
not  an  enigmatical  letter  to  Daniel  reflecting 
the  recovery  of  Jerufalem  from  the  hands  of 
the  king  of  Babylon,  but  an  enigmatical  proph¬ 
ecy  concerning  Zedekiah  the  king  of  Jerufa¬ 
lem,  before  it  was  taken  by  the  Chaldeans.  C£  I 


will  bring  him  (Zedekiah)  to  Babylon,  to  the 
land  of  the  Chaldeans  ;  yet  fhall  he  not  fee  it 
though  he  fhall  die  there.0  How  !  not  fee  Baby¬ 
lon,  when  he  fliould  die  there  !  How,  moreover, 
is  this  confident,  you  may  afk,with  what  Jeremiah 
had  foretold — that  Zedekiah  fliould  fee  the  eyes 
of  the  king  of  Babylon?  This  darknefs  of  ex- 
preflion,  and  apparent  contradiction  between 
the  two  prophets,  induced  Zedekiah  (as  Jofe- 
phus  informs  us)  to  give  no  credit  to  either  of 
them  ;  yet  he  unhappily  experienced,  and  the 
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fact  is  worthy  your  obfervation,  the  truth  of 
them  both.  He  faw  the  eyes  of  the  king  of 
Babylon,  not  at  Babylon,  but  at  Riblah  ;  his 
eyes  were  there  put  out  ;  and  he  was  carried  to 
Babylon,  yet  he  faw  it  not  :  and  thus  were  the 
predictions  of  both  the  prophets  verified,  and 
the  enigma  of  Ezekiel  explained. 

As  to  your  wonderful  difcovery  that  the  pro*- 
phecy  of  Jonah  is  a  book  or  feme  Gentile,  u  and 
that  it  has  been  written  as  a  fable,  to  expofe  the 
nonfenfe,  and  to  fatirize  the  vicious  and  malig¬ 
nant  character  of  a  Bible-prophet,  or  a  predict¬ 
ing  pried,”  I  fhall  put  it,  covered  with  hellebore , 
for  the  fervice  of  its  author,  on  the  fame  fhelf 
with  your  hypothefis  concerning  the  conlpiracy 
of  Daniel  and  Ezekiel,-  and  fhall  not  fay  another 
word  about  it. 

1  ou  conclude  your  objections  to  the  Old 
Tedament  in  a  triumphant  dyle  $  an  angry  op¬ 
ponent  would  fay,  in  a  dyle  of  extreme  arro¬ 
gance,  and  fottifh  felf-fufficiency.-  u  I  have 
gone,55  you  fay,-  “  through  the  Bible  (midaking 
here,  as  in  other  places,  the  Old  Tedament 
for  the  Bible)  as  a  man  would  go  through  a 
wood,  with  an  axe  on  his  fhoulders,  and  feH 
trees  ;  here  they  lie  ;  and  the  prieds,  if  they  can, 
may  replant  them.  They  may,  perhaps,  dick 
them  in  the  ground,  but  they  will  never  grow.’* 
And  is  it  poflible  that  you  fhoidd  think  fo  high¬ 
ly  of  your  performance,  as  to  believe,  that  you 
have  thereby  demolifhed  the  authority  of  a 
book,  which  Newton  hi  mi  elf  edeeined  the  mod 
authentic  of  all  hidories  ;  which,  by  its  celeftial 
light,  illumines  the  darked  ages  of  antiquity  ; 
which  is  the  touchdone-  whereby  we  are  enabled 
to  didinguifh  between  true  and  fabulous  theol¬ 
ogy* 
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°SY’  between  the  God  of  Ifrael,  holy,  juft,  and- 
good,  and  the  impure  rabble  of  heathen  Baa¬ 
lim  ;  which  has  been  thought,  by  competent 
judges,  to  have  afforded  matter  for  the  laws  of 
Solon,  and  a  foundation  for  the  philofophy  of 
I  la  to  }  which  has  been  illuftrated  by  the  labour 
of  learning,  in  all  ages  and  countries  ;  and 
been  admired  and  venerated  for  its  piety,  its" 
lublimity,  its  veracity,  by  all  who  were  able  to 
read  and  under  hand  it  ?  No,  Sir  ;  you  have 
gone  indeed  through  the  wood,  with  the  beft 
intention  in  the  world  to  cut  it  down  ;  but  vou 
have  merely  buffed  yourfelf  in  expofing  to  vul¬ 
gar  contempt  a  rew  unfightly  fhrubs,  which 
good  men  had  wifely  concealed  from  public 
view  ;  you  have  entangled  yourfelf  in  thickets 
or  thorns  and  briars  \  you  have  loft  your  way 
on  tile  mountains  of  Lebanon  5  the  goodly  ce¬ 
dar  trees  whereof, ^lamenting  the  madnefs,  and 
pitying  the  blindnefs  of  your  rage  againft  themy 
have  1’corned  the.  blunt  edge  and  the  bafe  tem¬ 
per  of  your  axe,  and  laughed  unhurt  at  the 
feeblenefs  of  your  ftroke. 

In  plain  language,  you  have  gone  through 
the  Old  Teftament  hunting  after  difficulties, 
and  you  have  found  lome  real  ones  ;  thele  you 
have  endeavoured  to  magnify  into  infur mount- 
able  objections  to  the  authority  of  the  whole 
book.  When  it  is  confidered  that  the  Old  Tef- 
tament  is  conipofed  of  feveral  books,  written  by 
different  authors,  and  at  different  periods,  from 
Mofes  to  Malachi,  compriling  an  abffrafted  hif- 
tory  of  a  particular  nation  for  above  a  thoufand 
years,  I  think  the  real  difficulties  which  occur 
in  it  arc  much  fewer,  and  of  much  iefs  import¬ 
ance,  than  could  realonably  have  been  expefted. 

Apparent 
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Apparent  difficulties  you  have  reprefented  as 
real  ones,  without  hinting  at  the  manner  in 
.which  they  have  been  explained.  You  have 
ridiculed  things  held  moil  facred,  and  calumni¬ 
ated  chara&ers  efteemed  moil  venerable  ;  you 
.have  excited  the  feoffs  of  the  profane  ;  increafed 
.the  fcepticifm  of  the  doubtful ;  fhaken  the  faith 
.of  the  unlearned fuggefted  cavils  to  the  (i  dif- 
puters  of  this  world  j”  and  perplexed  the  minds 
of  honed  men  who  wiflr  to  worfhip  the  God  of 
.their  fathers  in  fincerity  and  truth.  This  and 
more  you  have  done  in  going  through  the  Old 
Teftament ;  but  you  have  not  fo  much  as  glanc¬ 
ed  at  the  great  defign  of  the  whole,  at  the 
harmony  and  mutual  dependence  of  the  feyeral 
parts.  1  ou  have  faid  nothing  of  the  wifdom  of 
-.God  in  /electing  a  particular  people  from  the 
reft  of  mankind,  not  for  their  own  fakes,  but 
that  they  might  .witnefs  to  the  whole  world, 
,;n  fucceffive  ages,  his  exiftence  and  attributes  ; 
that  they  might  be  an  inftrument  of  fubverting 
idolatry,  of  declaring  the  name  of  the  God  of 
Ifrael  throughout  the  whole  earth.  It  was 
.through  this  nation  that  the  Egyptians  faw  the 
-wonders  of  God  ;  that  the  Canaanites  (whom 
wickednefs  had  made  a  reproach  to  human  na¬ 
ture)  felt  his  judgments  ;  that  the  Babylonians 
iflued  their  decrees— “  That  none  fhould  dare 
to  fpeak  amifs  of  the  God  of  Ifrael — that  all 
ihould  fear  and  tremble  before  him  — -and  it 
is  through  them  that  you  and  I,  and  all  the 
world,  are  not  at  this  day  worfhippers  of  idols* 
i  ou  have  laid  nothing  of  the  goodnefs  of  God 
in  promifmg,  that,  through  the  feed  of  Abra¬ 
ham,  all  the  nations  of  the  earth  were  to  be 
Welled  j  that  the  Defire  of  all  nations,  the  bleff- 
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“S  of  Abraham  to  the  Gentiles,  ffiould  come. 
1  ou  have  palled  by  all  the  prophecies  refpefting 
the  coming  of  the  Meffiah  ;  though  they  abfo- 
utc  y  fixed  the  time  of  his  coming,  and  of  his 
emg  cut  off  ;  defcribed  his  office,  character, 
condition,  Offerings,  and  death,  in  fo  circum- 
itantial  a  manner,  that  we  cannot  but  be  afton- 
tihed  at  the  accuracy  of  their  completion  in  the 
perfon  of  Jefus  of  Nazareth.  You  have  neg¬ 
lected  noticing  the  tehimony  of  the  whole  Tew- 
ilh  nation  to  the  truth  both  of  the  natural  and 
miraculous  faCts  recorded  in  the  Old  Tefta- 

mfenlt :  rinhat  we  may  better  judge  of  the  weigh  t 
of  this  teflimony,  let  us  fuppofe  that  God  ffiould 
now  manifeft  himielf  to  us,  as  we  contend  he 
did  to  the  Ilraelites  in  Egypt,  in  the  defert,  and 
in  the  land  of  Canaan  ;  and  that  he  ffiould  con¬ 
tinue  theie  manifeffations  of  hinifclf  to  our  pof- 
tenty  for  a  thoufand  years  or  more,  puniffiing 
or  rewarding  them  according  as  they  difobeyed 
or  obeyed  his  commands  ;  what  would  vou 
expeef  ffiould  be  the  ilfue  ?  You  would  expedt 
that  our  pofterity  would,  in  the  remotdt  peri¬ 
od  of  time,  adhere  to  their  God,  and  maintain 
againft  ali  opponents  the  truth  of  the  books  in 
which  the  difpenfations  of  God  to  us  and  to 
our  fucceffors  had  been  recorded.  They  would 
not  yield  to  the  objections  of  men,  who,  not 
having  experienced  the  fame  divine  govern¬ 
ment,  ffiould,  for  want  of  fuch  experience,  re- 
fufe  aflent  to  their  teflimony.  No  j  they  would 
be  to  the  then  furrounding  nations,  what  the 
Jews  are  to  us,  witneffes  of  the  exiflence  and  of 
ilie  moral  government  of  God. 
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Letter  VII. 

npHE  New  Teftament,  they  tell  us,  is 
A  founded  upon  the  prophecies  of  the  Old  ; 
if  fo,  it  mud  follow  the  fate  of  its  foundation/1" 
Thus  you  open  your  attack  upon  the  New 
Teftament ;  and  I  agree  with  you,  that  the 
New  Teftament  muft  follow  the  fate  of  the 
Old  ;  and  that  fate  is  to  remain  unimpaired 
by  fuch  efforts  as  you  have  made  againft  it* 
The  New  Teftament,  however,  is  not  founded 
folely  on  the  prophecies  of  the  Old.  If  an  hea¬ 
then  from  Athens  or  Rome ,  who  had  never  heard 
of  the  prophecies  of  the  Old  Teftament,  had 
been  an  eye-witnefs  of  the  miracles  of  Jefus,  he 
would  have  made  the  fame  conclufion  that  the 
Jew  Nicodemus  did — “  Rabbi,  we  know  thou 
art  a  teacher  come  from  God  ;;  for  no  man  can. 
do  thefe  miracles  that  thou  doeft,  except  God 
be  with  him/*  Our  Saviour  tells  the  Jews— « 
£C  Had  ye  believed  Mofes,  ye  would  have  be¬ 
lieved  me  ;  for  he  wrote  of  me  — and  he  bids 
them  fearch  the  fcriptures,  for  they  teftined  of 
him  : — but,  notwithftanding  this  appeal  to  the 
prophecies  of  the  Old  Teftament,  Jefus  faid  to 
the  Jews,  “  Though  ye  believe  not  me,  believe 
the  works55—’ cc  Believe  me  for  the  very  works* 
fake55 — If  I  had  not  done  among  them  the 
works  which  none  other  man  did,  they  had  not 
had  fin/*  Thefe  are  fufficient  proofs  that  the 
truth  of  Chrift’s  million  was  not  even  to  the 
Jews,  much  lefs  to  the  Gentiles,  founded  folely 
on  the  truth  of  the  prophecies  of  the  Old  Tef- 
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famcnt.  So  that  if  you  could  prove  fome  of 
foefe  piophecies  to  have  .been  mifapplied,  and 
not  completed  in  the  perfon  of  Jefus,  the  truth 
ot  the  Chriftian  religion  would  not  thereby  be 
overtui ned.  lhat  Jefus  of  Nazareth  was  the 
pei Ion,  in  whom  all  the  prophecies,  diredf  and 
typical,  in  the  Old  Xefiament,  refpeding  the 
Meffiah  were  fulfilled,  is  a  propofition  founded 
on  thole  prophecies,  and  to  be  proved  by  com- 
paring  them  with  the  hifiory  of  his  life.  That 
jefus  was  a  prophet  fent  from  God,  is  one  prop- 
ofition — that  Jefus  was  the  prophet,  the  Meffiah, 
is  another  :  and  though  he  certainly  was  both  a 
prophet  and  the  prophet,  yet  the  foundations  of 

the  proof  of  thefe  propofitions  are  feparate  and 
difiinft. 

Hie  “  mere  exifience  of  Rich  a  woman  .as 
Alary,  and  of  fuch  a  man  as  Jofeph,  and  Jefus, 
is,  ^  you  fay,  “  a  matter  oi  indifference,  about 
which  there  is  no  ground  either  to  believe  or 
to  difbelieve.”  Belief  is  different  from  knowl¬ 
edge,  with  which  you  here  feem  to  confound  it. 
We  know  that  the  whole  is  greater  than  its  part, 
and  tve  know  that  all  the  angles  in  the  fame 
legmen!  of  a  circle  are  equal  to  each  other — 
\ve  have  intuition  and  demonfiration  as  grounds 
of  this  knowledge  ;  but  is  there  no  ground  for 
belief  of  pafi  or  future  exifience  ?  Is  there  no 
ground  for  believing  that  the  fun  will  exiR  to¬ 
morrow,  and  that  your  father  exiRed  before 
you  ?  You  condefcend,  however,  to  think  it 
probable,  that  there  were  fuch  perfons  as  Mary, 
Jofeph,  and  Jefus ;  and,  without  troubling  your- 
ielf  about  their  exifience  or  non-exifience,  af- 
fuming,  as  it  were,  for  the  fake  of  argument, 
but  without  pofitively  granting,  their  exifience, 

you 
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^oil  proceed  to  inform  us,  that  it  is  the  fable 
of  lefus  Chrift,  as  told  in  the  New  Teftament, 
and  the  wild  and  vifionary  doftrine  raifed  there- 
on/’  againft  which  you  contend.  You  will  not 
repute  it  a  fable,  that  there  was  fuch  a  man  as 
Jefus  Chrift  ;  that  he  lived  in  Judea  near  eighteen 
hundred  years  ago  ;  that  he  went  about  doing 
good,  and  preaching,  not  only  in  the  villages 
of  Galilee,  but  in  the  city  of  Jerufalem  ;  that 
he  had  feveral  followers  who  conftantly  attended 
him  ;  that  he  was  put  to  death  by  Pontius  Pilate  ; 
that  his  difciples  were  numerous  a  tew  years 
after  his  death,  not  only  in  Judea,  but  in  Rome 
the  capital  of  the  world,  and  in  every  province  o f 
the  Roman  empire;  that  a  particular  day  has 
been  obferved  in  a  religious'  manner  by  all  his  fol¬ 
lowers,  in  commemoration  of  a  real  or  iuppofed 
refurreffion  ;  and  that  the  conilant  celebration 
of  baptifm,  and  of  the  Lord’s  fupper,  may  be 
traced  back  from  the  prefent  time  to  him,  as  the 
author  of  thofe  inftkutions.  Thefe  things  con- 
ftitute,  I  fuppofe,  no  part  of  your  fable  ;  and  if 
thefe  things  be  faffs,-  they  will,  when  mature¬ 
ly  confidered,  draw  after  them  fo  many  other 
things  related  in  the  New  Teftament  concern¬ 
ing  Jefus,  that  there  will  be  left  for  your  fable 
but  very  fcanty  materials,  which  will  require 
great  fertility  of  invention  before  you  wall  drefs 
them  up  in  any  form  which  will  not  difguft 
even  a  fuperficial  obferver. 

The  miraculous  conception  you  efteem  a 
fable,  and  in  your  mind  it  is  an  obfeene  fable. 
Impure  indeed  muft  that  man’s  imagination  be, 
who  can  difeover  any  obfeenity  in  the  angel’s 
declaration  to  Mary— The  Holy  Ghoft  fhall 
come  upon  thee,  and  the  power  of  the  Iiigheft 
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fhan  overfiiadow  thee  :  therefore  that  holy 

ed  theWS  1C1  r  o  .,be  b°rn  of  ^ee  flia11  be  cal1" 
oblcenitv^  °  1  wonder  you  do  not  find 

Sprit  ,GeneflS/  Where  k  is  faid>  “  The 

J"»  L  u  m<?Ved  Upon  the  face  of  ^e  wa- 
s|  ,  and  brought  order  out  of  confufion  i 

As'  o  Z  °CU  'a-a0,Vby, hi?  faring  influence? 
ltea*e,  l,h?l  “  Zh  bei"S  “P°"  the 

<"  cr  fo  7.  F’  'he!e  IS  no  greunti  what- 
r  f  r  the  afiertion  ;  there  would  have  been 

Jotne  for  faying,  that  much  of  the  heathen  my- 
the  old  t?P°n  **  «""»  «™*d  to 

You  come  now  to  a  demonfiration,  or,  which 
amounts  to  the  fame  thing,  to  a  propofition 
^lncn  cannot,  you  fay,  be  controverted  firfi, 
i  Hat  the  agreement  of  all  the  parts  of  a  dory 
does  not  prove  that  dory  to-  be  true,  becaufe 
t^e  parts  may  agree  and  the  whole  may  be 
‘a  e  ’  fondly,  that  the  difagreejnent  of  the 
parts  of  a  dory  proves  that  the  whole  cannot  be 

l  he  agreement  does  not  prove  truth,  but 
the  difagreement  proves  falfehood  pofitivelv.” 
Great  ule  I  perceive,  is  to  be  made  of  this  prop- 

^fl|10iV  \°u  Wl11  pardon  my  unfkilfulnefs  in 
dialectics  if  I  prefume  to  controvert  the  truth 
of  this  abdract  propofition,  as  applied  to  any 
pm  pole  in  life.  The  agreement  of  the  parts  of 
a  dory  implies  that  the  dory  has  been  told  by 
at  lead  two  perfons  (the  life  of  Doftor  Johnfom 
01  inLance,  by  bir  John  Hawkins  and  Mr. 
Bofvvell.)  Now  I  think  it  fcarcely  polfible  for 
even  two  perfons,  and  the  difficulty  is  increaf- 
ed  if  there  are  more  than  two,  to  write  the  hif- 
tmy  of  the  life  or  any  one  of  their  acquaintance,- 
without  there  being  a  confiderable  difference 

between 
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between  them,  with  refpedt  to  the  number  and 
order  of  the  incidents  of  his  life.  Some  things 
will  be  omitted  by  one,  and  mentioned  by  the 
other ;  fome  things  will  be  briefly  touched  by 
one,  and  the  fame  things  will  be  circumftan- 
tially  detailed  by  the  other ;  the  fame  things, 
which  are  mentioned  in  the  fame  way  by  them 
both,  may  not  be  mentioned  as  having  happen¬ 
ed  exactly  at  the  fame  point  of  time,  with  other 
poflible  and  probable  differences.  But  thefe 
real  or  apparent  difficulties,  in  minute  circum- 
fiances,  will  not  invalidate  their  teflimony  as  to 
the  material  tranfaftions  of  his  life,  much  lefs 
will  they  render  the  whole  of  it  a  fable.  If 
leveral  independent  witneffes,  of  fair  charac¬ 
ter,  fhould  agree  in  all  the  parts  of  a  ftory,  (in 
teftifying ,  for  inflance,  that  a  murder  or  a  rob¬ 
bery  was  committed  at  a  particular  time,  in  a 
particular  place,  and  by  a  certain  individual,) 
every  court  of  juliice  in  the  world  would  admit 
the  fact,  notwithftanding  the  abftraft  poflibility 
of  the  whole  being  falfe  : — again,  if  feveral  hon¬ 
ed  men  fhould  agree  in  faying,  that  they  faw 
the  king  of  France  beheaded,  though  they  fhould 
difagree  as  to  the  figure  of  the  guillotine,  or  the 
fize  of  his  executioner,  as  to  the  king’s  hands 
being  bound  or  loofe,  as  to  his  being  compofed 
or  agitated  in  afcending  the  fcaffold,  yet  every 
court  of  juftice  in  the  world  wrould  think,  that 
luch  difference,  refpefting  the  circumflances  of 
the  fact,  did  not  invalidate  the  evidence  refpeft- 
ing  the  ^fa£t  itfelf.  When  you  fpeak  of  the 
whole  of  a  ftory,  you  cannot  mean  every  par¬ 
ticular  circumftance  connected  with  the  ftory, 
but  not  eifential  to  it  ;  you  mull  mean  the  pith 
and  marrow  of  the  ftory  j  for  it  would  be  im- 

1 2  poflible 
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poflible  to  eftablifh  the  truth  of  any  faft,  (of 
a  inirals  Byng  or  Keppel,  for  example,  having 
neg  ecled  or  not  neglected  their  duty,)  if  a  dis¬ 
agreement  in  the  evidence  of  witnefles,  in  mi- 
nute  points,  fhould  be  confidered  as  annihilat¬ 
ing  the  weight  of  their  evidence,  in  points  of 
importance.  .  In  a  word,  the  relation  of  a  fad 
differs  effentially  from  the  demonftration  of  a 
theorem.  If  one  ftep  is  left  out,  one  link  in 
t  le  chain  of  ideas  confirming  a  demonftration 
is  omitted,  the  conclufion  will  be  deftroyed  ; 
but  ci  fad  may  be  eftablilhed,  notwithstanding 
a  ddagreement  of  the  witneffes  in  certain  tr £ 
fling  particulars  of  their  evidence  relpeding  it. 

You  apply  your  incontrovertible  propofition 
to  the  genealogies  of  Chrift  given  by  Matthew 
and  Luke  there  is  a  difagreement  between 
them  ;  therefore,  you  fay,  “  If  Matthew  fpeak 
truth,  Luke  fpeaks  falfehood  $  and  if  Luke  fpeak 
truth, .  Matthew  fpeaks  falfehood  ;  and  thence 
there  is  no  authority  for  believing  either  ^  and 
if  they  cannot  be  believed  even  in  the  very  firft 
thing  they  fay  and  fet  out  to  prove,  they  are 
not  entitled  to  be  believed  in  any  thing  they  fay 
afterwards.”  I  cannot  admit  either  your  prem- 
ifes  or  your  conclufion  :  not  your  conclufion  ; 
becaufe  two  authors,  who  differ  in  tracing  back 
the  pedigree  of  an  individual  for  above  a  thou- 
fand  years,  cannot,  on  that  account,  be  efteem- 
ed  incompetent  to  bear  teftimony  to  the  tranf- 
adions  of  his  life,  unlefs  an  intention  to  falfify 
could  be  proved  againft  .them.  If  two  Welfh 
hiftorians  fhould  at  this  rime  write  the  life  of 
any  remarkable  man  of  their  country,  who  had 
been  dead  twenty  or  thirty  years,  and  fliould, 
through  different  branches  of  their  genealogical 
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tree,  carry  up  the  pedigree  to  Cadwallon,  would 
they,  on  account  of  that  difference,  be  difcred- 
ited  in  every  thing  they  faid  l  Might  it  not  be 
believed  that  they  gave  the  pedigree  as  they  had 
found  it  recorded  in.  different  inftruments,  but 
without  the  leaft  intention  to  write  a  falfehood  ? 
I  cannot  admit  your  premifes ;  becauie  Matthew 
fpeaks  truth,  and  Luke  fpeaks  truth,  though 
they  do  not  fpeak  the  fame  truth  ;  Matthew  giv¬ 
ing  the  genealogy  of  jofeph  the  reputed  father 
of  Jefus,  and  Luke  giving  the  genealogy  of  Ma¬ 
ry  the  real  mother  of  Jefus^  If  you  will  not 
admit  this,  other  explanations  of  the  difficulty 
might  be  given  ;  but  I  hold  it  fufficient  to  fay, 
that  the  authors  had  no  defign,  to  deceive  the 
reader,  that  they  took  their  accounts  from  the 
public  regifters,  which  were  carefully  kept,  and 
that  had  they  been  fabricators  of  thefe  genealo¬ 
gies,  they  would  have  been  expofed  at  the  time 
to  inftant  detection  5  and  the  certainty  of  that 
detection  would  have  prevented  them  from 
J  making  the  attempt  to  impofe  a  falfe  genealogy 
on  the  Jewifh  nation. 

But  that  you  may  effectually  overthrow  the 
credit  of  thefe  genealogies,  you  make  the  fol¬ 
lowing  calculation  : — “  From  the  birth  of  Da¬ 
vid  to  the  birth  of  Chrift  is  upwards  of  1080 
years ;  and  as  there  were  but  twenty-feven  full 
generations,  to  find  the  average  age  of  each  perfon 
mentioned  in  St.  Matthew’s  lift  at  the  time  his 
firft  fon  was  born,  it  is  only  neceffary  to  divide 
1080  by  27,  which  gives  40  years  for  each  per¬ 
fon.  As  the  life-time  of  man  was  then  but  of 
the  fame  extent  it  is  now,  it  is  an  abfurdity  to 
fuppofe,  that  27  generations  fhould  all  be  old 
bachelors,  before  they  married.  So  far  from 
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this  genealogy  being -a  folemn  truth,  it  is  not 
even  a  reafonable  lie.”  This  argument  aflumes 
the  appearance  of  arithmetical  accuracy,  and 
the  conclufion  is  in  a  ftyle  which  even  its  truth 
would  not  excufe  : — yet  the  argument  is  good 
for  nothing,  and  the  conclufion  is  not  true. 
You  have  read  the  Bible  with  fome  attention  ; 
and  you  are  extremely  liberal  in  imputing  to  it 
lies  and  abiurdities ;  read  it  over  again,  efpeci- 
ally  the  books  of  the  Chronicles,  and  you  will 
there  find,  that,  in  the  genealogical  lift  of  St. 
Matthew,  three  generations  are  omitted  between 
Joram  and  Ozias ;  Joram  was  the  father  of  Az- 
ariah,  Azariah  of  Joalli,  Joafh  of  Amaziah,  and 
Amaziah  of  Ozias.  I  inquire  not,  in  this  place, 
whence  this  omiffion  proceeded;  whether  it  is  to 
be  attributed  to  an  error  in  the  genealogical  tables 
from  whence  Matthew  took  his  account,  or  to  a 
corruption  of  the  text  of  the  evangelift ;  ftill  it 
is  an  omillion.  Now”  if  you  will  add  thefe  three 
generations  to  the  27  you  mention,  and  divide 
1080  by  30,  you  will  find  the  average  age  when 
thefe  Jews  had  each  of  them  their  firft  fon  born 
was  36.  They  married  fogner  than  they  ought 
to  have  done,  according  to  Ariftotle,  who  fixes 
thirty-feven  as  the  molt  proper  age,  when  a  man 
fhould  marry.  Nor  was  it  neceffary  that  they 
fhould  have  been  old  bachelors,  though  each  of 
them  had  not  a  fon  to  fucceed  him  till  he  was 
thirty-fix  ;  they  might  have  been  married  at 
twenty,  without  having  a  fon  till  they  were  for¬ 
ty.  You  a ffu me  in  your  argument  that  the  firft 
born  Ion  fucceeded  the  father  in  the  lift— -this  is 
not  true.  Solomon  fucceeded  David  ;  yet  Da¬ 
vid  had  at  leaft  fix  fons,  who  were  grown  to 
manhood  before  Solomon  was  born  y  and  Re- 

hob^am 
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Boboam  had  at  leaf!  three  fons  before  he  had 
Abia  (Abijah)  who  lucceeded;him.  It  is  need- 
lefs  to  cite  more  inftances  to  this  purpofe  ;  but 
from  thefe,  and  other  circumftances  which 
might  be  infilled  upon,  I  can  fee  no  ground  for 
believing,  that  the  genealogy  of  Jefus  Chrift, 
mentioned  by  St,*  Matthew,  is  not  a  folemn 
truth. 

You  infill  much  upon  fome  things  being  men¬ 
tioned  by  one  evangelift,  which  are  not  men¬ 
tioned  by  all  or  by  any  of  the  others  ;  and  you 
take  this  to  be  a  reafon  why  we  fhould  confider 
the  gofpels,  not  as  the  work's  of  Matthew,  Mark, 
Luke,  and  John,  but  as  the  productions  of  fome 
unconnected  individuals,  each  of  whom  made  his 
own  legend.  I  do  not  admit  the  truth  of  this 
luppofition  ;  but  I  may  be  allowed  to  ufe  it  as 
an  argument  againft  ycurfelf — >it  removes  every 
poffible  fufpicion  of  fraud  and  impofture,  and 
confirms  the  gofpel  hiftory  in  the  ftrongefl  man¬ 
ner.  Four  unconnected  individuals  have  each 
written  memoirs  of  the  life  of  Jefus;  from  what¬ 
ever  fource  they  derived  their  materials,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  that  they  agree  in  a  great  many  particulars 
or  the  laft  importance  ;  fuch  as  the  purity  of 
his  manners ;  the  fanCtity  of  his  doCtrines  ;  the 
multitude  and  publicity  of  his  miracles ;  the 
persecuting  fpirit  of  his  enemies  ;  the  manner 
.  his  death  ;  and  the  certainty  of  his  refurrec- 
aon  ;  andwhilfl  they  agree  in  thefe  great  points, 
their  difagreement  in  points  of  little  confequence 
is  rather  a  confirmation  of  the  truth,  than  an 
indication  of  the  falfehood,  of  their  feveral  ac- 
eounts.  Had  they  agreed  in  nothing,  their 
teftimony  ought  to  have  been  rejected  as  a  le¬ 
gendary  tale  ;  had  they  agreed  in  every  thing. 
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it  might  have  been  fufpeCted  that,  inftead  of 
unconnected  individuals,  they  were  a  fet  of  im- 
poitors.  I  he  manner,  in  which  the  evangelifts 
have  recorded  the  particulars  of  the  life  of  Jefus, 
is  wholly  conformable  to  what  wre  experience  in 
other  biographers,  and  claims  our  higheft  affent 
to  its  truth  ;  notwithftanding  the  force  of  your 
incontrovertible  proportion. 

As  an  initance  of  contradiction  between  the 
evangelifts,  you  tell  us,  that  Matthew  fays,  the 
angel  announcing  the  immaculate  conception 
appeared  unto  Jofeph  ;  but  Luke  fays,  he  ap¬ 
peared  unto  Mary.  The  angel,  Sir,  appeared 
to  them  both  ;  to  Mary,  when  he  informed  her 
that  Ihe  fhould,  by  the  power  of  God,  conceive 
a  fon  ;  to  Jofeph,  forne  months  afterwards, 
when  Mary’s  pregnancy  was  vifible  ;  in  the  in¬ 
terim  file  had  paid  a  vifi t  of  three  months  to  her 
coufin  Elizabeth.  It  might  have  been  expett- 
ed,  that  from  the' accuracy  with  which  you  have 
read  your  Bible,  you  could  net  have  confound¬ 
ed  thefe  obvioufly-diflinft  appearances  ;  but 
men,  even  of  candour,  are  liable  to  miftakes. 
"Who,  you  afk,  would  now  believe  a  girl,  who 
fiiould  fay  (he  was  gotten  with  child  by  a  ghoft  ? 
Who,  but  yourfelf,  would  ever  have  afked  a 
queftion  fo  abominably  indecent  and  profane  ? 
I  cannot  argue  with  you  on  this  fubjeft.  You 
will  never  perfuade  the  world,  that  the  Holy 
Spirit  of  God  has  any  refemblance  to  the  flage 
ghofts  in  Hamlet  or  Macbeth,  from  which  you 
feem  to  have  derived  your  idea  of  it. 

The  flory  of  the  mafifacre  of  the  young  chil¬ 
dren  by  the  order  of  Herod,  is  mentioned  only 
by  Matthew  ;  and  therefore  you  think  it  is  a 
lie.  We  muff  give  up  all  hiltory  if  we  refufe 
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rto  admit  fafts  recorded  by  only  one  hiftorian. 
'Matthew  addreffed  his  gofpel  to  the  Jews,  and 
put  them  in  mind  of  a  circumftance,  of  which 
they  muff  have  Jiad  a  melancholy  remembrance  ; 
but  Gentile  converts  were  lefs  interefted  in  that 
event.  The  evangelifts  were  not  writing  the 
life  of  Herod,  . but  of  Jefus ;  it  is  no  wonder 
that  they  omitted,  above  half  a  century  after 
the  death  of  JTerod,  an  inftance  of  his  cruelty, 
which  was  not  effentialLy  connected  with  their 
fubjeft.  The  maffacre,  however,  was  probably 
known  even  at  Rome  ;  and  it  was  certainly  cor- 
refpondent  to  the  character  of  Herod.  John, 
you  fay,  at  the  time  of  the  maffacre,  66  was  un¬ 
der,  two-years  of  age,  and  yet  he  efcaped  ;  fo 
that  the  ftory  circumftantially  belies  itfelf.5^ 
John  was  fix  months  older  than  Jefus  ;  and  you 
cannot  prove  that  he  was  not  beyond  the  age  to 
which  the  order  of  Kerod  extended  ;  it  proba¬ 
bly  reached  no  farther  than  to  thofe  who  had 
.completed  their  firft  year,  .without  including 
thofe  who  had  entered  upon  their  fecond  :  but 
without  infilling  upon  this,  ft  ill  I  contend  that 
.you  cannot  prove  John  to  have  been  under  two 
jears  of  age  at  the  time  of  the  maffacre  ;  and  I 
could  give  many  probable  reafons  to  the  con¬ 
trary.  Nor  is  it  certain  that  John  was,  at  that 
time,  in  that  part  of  the  country  to  which  the 
edict  of  Herod  extended.  But  there  would  be 
no  end  of  anfwering,  at  length,  all  your  little 
cbjeflions. 

No  two  of  the  evangelifts,  you  obferve,  agree 
hi  reciting,  exactly  in  the  fame  words ,  the  written, 
xnfcription  which  was  put  over  Chrift  when  he 
was  crucified.  I  admit  that  there  is  an  uneffen- 
lial  verbal  difference  j  and  are  you  certain  that 

there 
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there  was  not  a  verbal  difference  in  the  inform 

an>ofhthemnlvev?~0ne  W?S  written  hi  Hebrew’ 
thev  hJ  ^  n  rfe^’another  in  Latin;  and  though 
aflthe  fame  meaning,  yet  it  is  proba- 

and  rh.  Tff  -meniad  tfanflated  the  Hebrew 
and  the  Latin  into  Greek,  there  would  have 

tion"  3  You"!  b/tWCen  their  tranflj 

wr  •„  Y°u  have  rendered  yourfelf  famous  by 
™t,ng  a  hook  called — The  Rights  of  Man  •-! 
had  yoU  been  guillotined  by  Robefpierre,  with 
^his  tu  e  Wnuen  in  French,  EngliS,,  and  Gcr. 

Pain’e  of  Am  l°  *\e  SuiHotine-Thomas 
M  ’  1 1  f*/™’  author  of  The  Rights  of 
rep‘\i  ‘d  had  four  perfons,  fome  of  whom  had 

from  eXC-CUT’  and  thereft  had  heard  of  it 
°m  eye-witneffes,  written  fhort  accounts  of 

your  life  twenty  years  or  more  after  your  death 

hr  nT  pad  jmd  tbc  infcription  was— This  is 
Mh  as  1  aine’  the  author  of  The  Rights  of 

Man-?, °h  “thM  °f  The  Rights  of 

rt  t  a  f  bird,  1  his  is  the  author  of  The  Rip-hm 
hfan  and  a  fourth,  Thomas  Paine,  of  Amer- 
JCa’  tne  ai‘thor  of  The  Rights  of  Man— would 
any  man  of  common  fenfe  have  doubted,  on  ac- 
coum  of  this  difagreement,  the  veracity  of  the 
authors  m  writing  your  life .?  “  The  only  one  ” 
you  tell  us,  “of  the  men  called  apoftles,  who 
appears  to  have  been  near  the  fpot  where  Tefus 
was  crucified,  was  Peter.”  This  your  affertion 
is  not  true— we  do  not  know  that  Peter  was 

?"h,fne 1  l  -r  ;  but  We  <1°  know  that 

John  the  dilc, pie  whom  Jefus  loved,  was  pref- 

ent ;  for  jefus  ipoke  to  him  from  the  crois.— 
f  ou  go  on  “  But  why  fhould  we  believe  Peter, 
convicted  by  their  own  account  of  perjury,  in 
in  caring  that  he  knew  not  Jefus  i”  l  will  tell 

you 
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•you  why— becaufe  Peter  fincerely  repented  of 
the  wickednefs  into  which  he  had  been  betray¬ 
ed  through  fear  for  his  life,  and  buffered  mar¬ 
tyrdom  in  atteftation  of  the  truth  of  the  Chnf- 
tian  religion. 

But  the  evangelifts  difagree,  you  lay,  not  on¬ 
ly  as  to  the  fuperfcription  on  the  crois,  but  as 
to  the  time  of  the  crucifixion,  “  Mark  faying  it 
was  at  the  third  hour  (nine  in  the  morning,) 
and  John  at  the  fixth  hour  (twelve,  as  you  fup- 
pofe,  at  noon).”  Various  folutions  have  been 
given  of  this  difficulty,  none  of  which  fatisned 
Doctor  Middleton,  much  lefs  can  it  be  expected 
that  any  of  them  ffiould  fatisfy  you  ;  but  there 
is  a  folution  not  noticed  by  him,  in  which  many 
judicious  men  have  acquiefced — That  John, 
writing  his  gofpel  in  Alla,  uled  the  Roman 
method  of  computing  time ;  which  was  the  fame 
as  our  own ;  fo  that  by  the  fixth  hour,  when 
Jefus  was  condemned,  we  are  to  underftand  fix 
o’clock  in  the  morning  ;  the  intermediate  time 
from  fix  to  nine,  when  he  was  crucified,  being 
employed  in  preparing  for  the  crucifixion.  But 
if  this  difficulty  ffiould  be  ftill  efteemed  infuper- 
able,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  will  always  re¬ 
main  fo  ;  and  if  it  ffiould,  the  main  point,  the 
crucifixion  of  Jefus,  will  not  be  affected  thereby. 

I  cannot,  in  this  place,  omit  remarking  forne 
circumltances  attending  the  crucifixion,  which 
are  fo  natural,  that  we  might  have  wondered  if 
they  had  not  occurred.  Of  all  the  dilciples  of 
Jefus,  John  was  beloved  by  him  with  a  peculiar 
degree  of  affection  ;  and,  as  kindnefs  produces 
kindnefs,  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  re¬ 
gard  was  reciprocal.  Now  whom  ffiould  we  ex- 
B-edt  to  be  the  attendants  of  Jefus,  in  his  laft  fuf. 
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hear®'  Whom  bm tha,oh"’ ,;lhe  Mend  ,  of  his 

now  pierced  XT  vL  m?ther’  wh°li  r»»'  *» 
cvhicf  v1  P1  j,y  the  fword  of  fcrrow 

who  h,dT!  ha-d  foretold  ?  Whom  bn,  ,h„T’ 

who  b~  '  eC,n  attfcled  to  him  through  life 
who,  having  been  healed  by.  him  of  their  ;Jl 

ities,  were  impelled  by  crratitnrle  t  •  infirm- 

him  of  , heir  fnbftanceli  be  “,t„Xe  toanV-0 
wants  ?— Thefe  wen*  ULenuve  to  all  his 

fhould  have  expefted  to  -ttt  pe,r{°.ns  wtlom  we 
and  thefe  were  there  To  h‘S  execution  > 

Firing  fon,  oFXTeil  aftffiot”’  rIc°o“m  “  f 
poor,  and  probably,  a  widowed  mother  buUo 

Ins  warmeft.friend.f-And  this  did  S  Un 

mindful  of  .the  extremity  of  his  own  torture 
d  anxi°us  to  alleviate  the  burden  of  her  for'* 
rows,  and  to  protect  her  old  age  from  future 

-"Behold ”e  4" ?  his  triored  dffipS 
th  e  ,?  f  thy  mother  !  and  from  that  hour 
.at  oifciple  took  her  to. his  .own  .home.”  1 

own  to  you,  that  fuch  inftances  as  thefe  of  the 
conformity  of  .events. to  our  probable  «peft£ 

SmVofTh  marks  °f  the  fimP^ity 

f,  d  tri’th  of  the  gofpels;  and  far  outweigh  a 
thoufand  little  objections,  arifing  from  on?  if. 

or°rfrom0f  manners’  tnnes’  and  oircumftances, 
or  frorn  our  .incapacity  to  comprehend  the 

means  ufed  by  the  Supreme  Being  in  the  mora5 

government  of  his  creatures.  31 

.St.  Matthew  mentions  feveral  miracles  which 
a  ended  our  .Saviour’s  crucifixion;  the  dark- 
cfs  which  overfpread  the  land  ;  the  rending  of 
the  veil  .of  the  temple;  an  earthquake  which 
rent  the  rocks ;  and  the  refurreCtion  of  many 
am,  and  their  going  into  the  holy  city. 

-  .^ach,  >ou  fay,  “  is  the  account  which  this 

,  da  filing- 
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dkhine  writer  of  the  book  of  Matthew  gives, 
u T  nSwhich  he  is  not  fupported  by  the  writers 
f  the  other  books.”  This  is  not  accurately 
exp  reded  ;  Matthew  is  fupported  by  Mark  and 
Luke  with  refpeH  to  two  of  the  miracles,  tne 
darknefs,  and  the  rending  of  the  veil :  and 
their  omiffion  of  the  others  does  not.  prove,  ^ 
,hev  were  either  ignorant  of  them,  or  difbeiiev- 
S Them.  I  think  it  idle  to  pretend  to  fay  paf- 
itively  what  influenced  them  to  mention  only 
two  miracles  ;  they  probably  thought  them  ful- 
ficient  to  convince  any  perfon,  as  they.  convi  - 

red  the  centurion,  that  Jefus  “  was  a  rig^°u;' 
man”— “  the  Son  of  God.”  And  thefe  two 

miracles  were  better  calculated  to  produce  gen¬ 
eral  convidion,  among  ft  the  perfons  for  whom 
benefit  Mark  and  Luke  wrote  their  golpels,  tua... 
either  the  earthquake  or  the  reiurrechon  or  tne 
faints.  The  earthquake  was,  probably,  contm- 
ed  to  a  particular  fpot,  and  might,  by  an  objec¬ 
tor,  have  been  called  a  natural  phenomenon  j 
and  thofe  to  whom  the  faints  appeared  might, 
at  the  time  of  writing  the  gofpels  of  Mark  and 
liruke,  have  been  dead  :  but  the  oarknefs  nuik 
have  been  generally  known  and  remembered  ; 
and  the  veil  of  the  temple  might  ftm  be  picfer- 
ved  at  the  time  thefe  authors  wrote.  As  to 
John  not  mentioning  any  or  thefe  miracles— it 
is  well  known  that  his  gofpel  was  ^  written  as  a 
kind  of  fupplement  to  the  other  gofpels  ;  he  has 
therefore  omitted  many  things  which  the  other 
three  evangelifts  had  related,  and  he  has  added 
feveral  things  which  they  had  not  mentioned  ; 
in  particular,  he  has  added  a  circumftance  ot 
great  importance  ;  he  tells  us  that  he  faw  one 
of  the  foldiers  pierce  the  fide  of  Jefus  with  a 
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the  wound  fand1]^/?  Wate^flowed  through 
the  fa  cl,  from  jrs  f.  one  Should  doubt  of 

other  evanoelifto  r  '  J?e)n?  mentioned  by  the 

And’te  ?toTOf,“  "ith,P“uli”  ear' 

•md  his  record  is  true  •  -m^V ‘t,  bare  record, 
he  faith  true,  that  ye  might  l  r°  ^:noweth  that 
f  °° d  a>wl  water  flowin'!  from  fo  J°hn  faW 

;,ood  15  eafdy  accounted  for  h "  TUnd  ’  the 

the  water  ?  The  anatom, 7t  1  whence  came 

hom  the  pericardium  :  fC) f '‘J131 «  came 
tea!  tefliniony  with  the  m  a™  !_!£nt  *s  evangel- 
int0  natural  lcience  1  V  °  cur'ous  refearches 
fhe  account  of  what  f  ”u  famufe  yourfdf  with 
iai n  ts,  and  you  canL  l  IcnPt“re  calls  many 

->gty  with  Matthew  for  3  ha  ^nt,*,and  ^ 

Meat  many  things  about  them  iri  ^  7°U  a 
hnle  that  Matthew  might  h™  J  18  ve,7  Pof' 
°f.  refurredion,  w ho”'  f"0""  tic  *« 

thing  about  them  •  |’/;r  knowing  every 
curioftty  in  every’  Dar  :f  ^  h?d  Stifled  yon? 

?hat  you  woATS  "u  V  ^  °P™on 
'yhat  he  had  told  you  V5.  beIieved  a  .word  of 
the  fubjeft  ;  it  js  eno  ‘  ,  f  e  no  cunofity  on 

"  Chrift  was  the  firft  frSV0If  T  t0  know  that 

??d  'hat  LinIfirZ'tl’lT" 

his  voice  and  ihall  come  forth®*  !  ?ear 

men  did,  who  heard  th,  •  tllofe  holy 

God  at  his  refurrpcK  C  j°ice  lhe  Son  of 
to  life.  If  I  cjurn  •  0,n’,  anc  Pahed  from  death 

above 

bo«  itlav/Z  BSS?£  S  tr : 

tar’ ^ 

there  may  be  in  n  *  •  ^?atever  difficulty 
7  bC  ,n  accoimting  for  the  fijence  of 

the 
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the  other  evangelifts,  and  of  St.  Paul  alfo,  on 
this  fubjeft,  yet  there  is  a  greater  difficulty  in 
fuppofing  that  Matthew  did  not  give  a  true  nar¬ 
ration  of  what  had  happened  at  the  crucifixion. 
If  there  had  been  no  lupernatural  darknefs,  no 
earthquake,  no  rending  of  the  veil  of  the  tem¬ 
ple,  no  graves  opened,  no  refurredtion  of  holy 
men,  no  appearance  of  them  unto  many;  if  none 
of  thefe  things  had  been  true,  or  rather  if  any 
one  of  them  had  been  falfe,  what  motive  could 
Matthew,  writing  to  the  jews,  have  had  for 
trumping  up  fuch  wonderful  (lories  ?  He  wrote, 
as  every  man  does,  with  an  intention  to  be  be¬ 
lieved  ;  and  yet  every  Jew  he  met  would  have 
flared  him  in  the  face,  and  told  him  that  he 
was  a  liar  and  an  impoftor.  What  author,  who 
twenty  years  hence  ffiould  addrefs  to  the  French 
nation  an  hiilory  of  Louis  XVI.  would  venture 
to  affirm,  that  when  he  was  beheaded  there  was 
darknefs  for  three  hours  over  all  France  ?  that 
there  was  an  earthquake  ?  that  rocks  were  fplit  ? 
graves  opened  ?  and  dead  men  brought  to  life, 
who  appeared  to  many  perfons  in  Paris  ? — It  is 
quite  impoflible  to  fuppofe,  that  any  one  would 
dare  to  publifh  fuch  obvious  lies ;  and  I  think 
it  equally  impoffible  to  fuppofe,  that  Matthew 
would  have  dared  to  publiffi  his  account  of  what 
happened  at  the  death  of  jefus,  had  not  that  ae** 
count  been  generally  known  to  be  true. 

— ...  ,-j-u 

Letter  VIII. 

S  I  R, 

*~T~VHE  tale  of  the  refurreftion,5*  you  fay, 
X  “  follows  that  of  the  crucifixion/"  You 

k 2  have 
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have  accuftomed  me  fo  much  to  this  kind  of 
f  i  ^Urap5  tut  W^en  1  find  you  fpeaking  of  a 
From  n°  c*ou'3t  °*  meeting  with  a  truth, 
whirh  aPParent:  difagreement  in  the  accounts, 

ih,„  eTgA  S  ','aTC  giv“  »f  fol"0  *. 

n  a  k  “ifH  P  "g  ,h5  r1'furr'ai0".  V«.  re- 
niai  k  If  the  writers  of  thefe  books  had  gone 

into  any  court  of  juftice  to  prove  an  alibi,  (for 

«  is  of  the  nature  of  an  alibi  that  is  here  at- 
.empted  to  be  proved,  namely,  the  abfence  of  a 
dead  body  by  fupernatural  means,)  and  had 
given  their  evidence  in  the  fame  contradictory 
manner,  as  it  is  here  given  ;  they  would  have 
been  in  danger  of  having  their  ears  cropt  for 
perjury,  and  would  have  juftly  deferved  it”— 

haiJ  words>  or  hanging,”  it  feems,  if  you  had 
been  iheir  judge.  Now  I  maintain,  that  it  is  the 
brevity  with  which  the  account  of  the  refurrec- 
tion  is  given  by  all  the  evangelifts,  which  has 
occasioned  the  feeming  confufion  ;  and  that  this 
confunon  would  have  been  cleared  up  at  once 
rf  the  witneffes  of  the  refurreftion  had  been  ex¬ 
amined  before  any  judicature.  As  we  cannot 
nave  this  viva  voce  examination  of  all  the  wit- 
ndles,  let  us  call  up  and  queltion  the  evangelifts 
as  witneffes  to  a  fupernatural  alibi.  Did  you 
find  the  fepulchre  of  Jel'us  empty  ?  One  of  us 
actually  law  it  empty,  and  the  reft  heard  from 
eye-witneffes,  that  it  was  empty.  Did  you,  or 
any  of  the  followers  of  Jefus,  take  away  the 
dead  body  from  the  fepulchre  ?  All  anfwer,  No. 
DA  tiie  loldiers,  or  the  Jews,  take  away  the 
body  ?  No.  How  are  you  certain  of  that  ?  Be¬ 
cause  we  faw  the  body  when  it  was  dead,  and 
■we  law  it  afterwards  when  it  was  alive.  How, 
d)  you  know  that  what  you  faw  was  the  body^ 

of 
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of  Jefus  ?  We  had  been  long  and  intimately  ac~ 
quainted  with  jeius,  and  knew  his  perfon  per¬ 
fectly.  Were  you  not  affrighted,  and  miftook 
a  fpirit  for  a  body  ?  No  ;  the  body  had  flefh  and 
bones  j  we  are  lure  that  it  was  the  very  body 
which  hung  upon  the  crofs,  for  we  faw  the 
wound  in  the  fide,  and  the  print  of  the  nails  in 
the  hands  and  feet.  And  all  this  you  are  ready 
to  fwear  ?  We  are;  and  we  are  ready  to  die 
alfo,  fooner  than  we  will  deny  any  part  of  it.™ 
This  is  the  teftimony  which  all  the  evangelifts 
would  give,  in  whatever  court  of  jultice  they 
were  examined  ;  and  this,  I  apprehend,  would 
fufficiently  eftablifh  the  alibi  of  the  dead  body 
from  the  fepulchre  by  fupernatural  means. 

But  as  the  refurreCtion  of  Jefus  is  a  point 
which  you  attack  with  all  your  force,  I  will  ex¬ 
amine  minutely  the  principal  of  your  objections; 
I  do  not  think  them  deferving  of  this  notice, 
but  they  fhall  have  it.  The  book  of  Matthew, 
you  fay,  44  ftates  that  when  Chrift  was  put  in  the 
fepulchre,  the  jews  applied  to  Pilate  for  a  watch 
or  a  guard  to  be  placed  over  the  fepulchre,  to 
prevent  the  body  being  ftolen  by  the  difciples.” 
i  admit  this  account,  but  it  is  not  the  whole 
of  the  account :  you  have  omitted  the  reafon  for 
the  requeft  which  the  chief  priefts  made  to  Pi¬ 
late— u  Sir,  we  remember  that  that  deceiver 
laid,  while  he  was  yet  alive.  After  three  days  I 
wiil  rile  again.”  It  is  material  to  remark  this ; 
for  at  the  very  time  that  Jefus  predicted  his  ref- 
urreCtion,  he  predicted  alfo  his  crucifixion,  and 
all  that  he  fliould  fuffer  from  the  malice  of  thofe 
very  men  who  now  applied  to  Pilate  for  a  guard. 
— He  fhewed  to  his  difciples,  how  that  he 
xnuft  go  unto  Jerufalem,  and  fuffer  many  things 

of 
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beHnp1|’!erS’ ia!?d  chief  pnefts,  and  fcribes,  and 
f M ,  “‘V*.  taifed  th»  third  day." 

the  firftXV1"  2 1  '}•  ,.lhefe  men  knew  full  well  that 
“It  .of  lh's  predidion  had  been  aec„. 
ftea.  tf  through  their  malignity  ;  and  in. 
itcad  of  repenting  of  what  the,  had  done  they 
were  fo  mfatuated  aS  to  fuppofe.  that  b,  a  gS 

«he  faoL  e?rruU  r r  s 

“  lav  noth’ *  k  2  °?er  k°°ks,  you  obferve, 

the  fenl  1  'm  f  3ib0lAt  thlS  aPPlication>  nor  about 

watch  ?°ne’  DOr  ,he  S“rd>  ‘he 

'  ch’  and  according  to  thefe  accounts  there- 

books  Te'  rThi$’  Sir’  Ideny-  The  other 

rh;nki  d°i 110t  fry  that  there  Were  none  of  thefe 

'  ,f  *  ^  °f^  m“ft  1  r6Peat’  that  omiffions- 

fad  a  de"°Uf t'™’  ““  ‘‘W  Concerni"S  *> 

You  go  on— “  The  book  of  Matthew  con. 
tinues  its  account,  that  at  the  end  of  the  Sab- 

a  ’  as  u  began  to  dawn,  towards  the  firft  day 
or  the  week,  came  Mary  Magdalene  and  the 
othci  Mary  to  fee  the  fepulchre.  Mark  fays  if 
tvas  lun- riling,  and  John  fays  it  was  dark. 
Luke  fays  it  was  Mary  Magdalene,  and  Joanna, 

anc  1  dry  ~ Jt’  mother  of  Ja/nes,  and  other  women , 
tnat  came  to  the  fepulchre.  And  John  fays  that 
i  iar)  Magdalene  came  alone.  So  well  do  they 
agree  about  their  lirlt  evidence  i  they  all  appear, 
however,  to  have  known  moll  about  Mary 
Magdalene ;  ihe  was  a  woman  of  a  large  ac¬ 
quaintance,  and  it  was  not  an  ill  conjeflu-re  that 
ihe  might  be  upon  the  ftroll.”  This  is  a  long 
paragraph;  I  will  anlwer  it  diftin«31y:  firft, 
tneie  is  no  difagreement  of  evidence  with  re- 
fpecl  to  the  time  when  the  women  went  to  the 
iepulchre ;  all  the  evangelifts  agree  as  to  the 

day 
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day  on  which  they  went ;  and,  as  to  the  time 
of  the  day,  it  was  early  in  the  morning  ;  what 
court  of  judice  in  the  world  would  fet  afide  this 
evidence,  as  inefficient  to  fubftantiare  the  fad 
of  the  women’s  having  gone  to  the  fepulchre 
becaufe  the  witneffes  differed  as  to  the  degree 
of  twilight  which  lighted  them  on  their  wav  ? 
oecoriuly,  there  is  no  difagreement  of  evidence 
with  raped  to  the  perions  who  went  to  the  lep- 
ulcnre  ;  John  dates  that  Mary  Magdalene 
went  to  the  fepulchre  ;  but  he  does  not  date,  “ 
you  make  him  flat  e ,  that  Mary  Magdalene  went 
alone;  Ihe  might,  for  any  thing  you  have  proved, 
or  can  prove,  to  the  contrary,  have  been  accom¬ 
panied  by  a.l  the  women  mentioned  by  Luke: _ is 

it  an  unufual  thing  to  didinguiffi  by  name  a  prin¬ 
cipal  perfon  going  on  a  vifrt,  or  an  embaffy, 
vithout  mentioning  his  fubordinate  attendants  ? 

ivt  rd‘Zr  m,  °PPofition  to  your  infinuation  that 
Mary  Magdalene  was  a  common  woman,  I  wifh 
it  to  be  considered,  whether  there  is  any  fcrip- 
ural  authority  for  that  imputation ;  and  whether 
taere  be  or  not,  I  mud  contend,  that  a  repentant 
aad  reformed  woman,  ought  not  to  be  edeemed 
an  improper  witnefs  of  a  fad.  The  conjefture, 
whicn  you  adopt  concerning  her,  is  nothing  left 
c  an  rfn  nuberal,  indecent,  unfounded  calumny, 

!°f  ,!ICk  able  m  the  mouth  of  a  libertine,  and 
intolerable  in  yours. 

The  book  or  Matthew,  you  obferve,  goes  on 

aJ  was  ail  eariqSk ” 
for  the  angel  of  the  Lord  defcended  from 

heaven,  and  came  and  rolled  back  the  done 
rom  the  door,  and  fat  upon  it  .-—bin  the  other 
books  fay  nothing  about  any  earthquake-”— 
what  then  .  does  their  iilence  prove  that  there 
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was  none  ? — cc  nor  about  the  angel  rolling  back 
the  {tone  and  fitting  upon  it  — -what  then  ?■' 
does  their  filence  prove  that  the  ftone  was  not 
rolled  back  by  an  angel,  and  that  he  did  not  fit 
upon  it  ? — “  and  according  to  their  accounts 
there  was  no  angel  fitting  there.”  This 
concluiion  I  rnuft  deny  y  their  accounts  do 
not  fay  there  was  no  angel  fitting  there,  at  the 
time  that  Matthew  fays  he  fat  upon  the  ftone. 
They  do  not  deny  the  fa&,  they  Amply  omit  the 
mention  of  it ;  and  they  all  take  notice  that  the 
women,  when  they  arrived  at  the  fepulchre,  ^ 
found  the  ftone  rolled  away  :  hence  it  is  evident 
that  the  ftone  was  rolled  away  before  the  women 
arrived  at  the  fepukhre  ;  and  the  other  evan- 
gelifts,  giving  an  account  of  what  happened  to 
the  women  when  they  reached  the  fepulchre, 
have  merely  omitted  giving  an  account  of  a 
tranfaction  previous  to  their  arrival.  Where  is 
the  contradiftion  ?  What  fpace  of  time  inter¬ 
vened  between  the  rolling  away  the  ftone,  and 
the  arrival  of  the  women  at  the  fepulchre,  is  no 
where  mentioned  ;  but  it  certainly  was  long 
enough  for  the  angel  to  have  changed  his  pofi- 
tion  ;  from  fitting  on  theoutfide  he  might  have 
entered  into  the  fepulchre  ;  and  another  angel 
might  have  made  his  appearance  y  or,  from  the 
firft,  there  might  have  been  two,  one  on  the 
outfide  rolling  away  the  ftone,  and  the  other 
within.  Luke,  you  tell  us$  “  fays  there  were 
two,  and  they  were  both  (landing  ;  and  John 
fays  there  were  two,  and  both  fitting.”  It  is 
impoftible,  I  grant,  even  for  an  angel  to  be  fit¬ 
ting  and  {landing  at  the  fame  inftant  of  time  y 
but  Luke  and  John  do  not  fpeak  of  the  fame 
inftant,  nor  of  the  fame  appearance — Luke 

{peaks 
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w—~  of  the  appearance  to  all  the  women; 
.and  John  of  the  appearance  to  Mary  Magdalene 
alone,  who  tarried  weeping  at  the  fepulchre  af« 
ter  Peter  and  John  had  left  it.  But  I  forbear 
making  any  more  minute  remarks  on  ftilt  mi¬ 
nuter  objections,  all  of  which  are  grounded  on 
-this  miftaker—  that  the  angels  were  feen  at  one 
particular  time,  in  one  particular  place,  and  by 
the  fame  individuals. 

As  to  your  inference,  from  Matthew’s  ufing 

the  expreffion  unto  this  day,  “that  the  book 
muft  have  been  manufactured  after  a  lapfe  of 
iome  generations  at  leaft,”  it  cannot  be  admit- 
tea  againft  the  pofitive  teftimony  of  all  antiqui- 
Y"  ^  the  ftory  about  ftealing  away  the 
body  was  .a  bungling  ftory,  I  readily  admit  ; 
.but  thecmef  priefts  are  anfwerable for  it;  it 
is  not  worthy  either  your  notice,  or  mine,  ex¬ 
cept  as  it  is  a  .ftrong  inftance  to  you,  to  me, 
and  to  every  body,  how  fir  prejudice  may  mif! 
4lead  the  underftanding.  ; 

You  come  to  that  part  of  the  evidence  in  thofe 
booxs  that  refpeels,  .you  fay,  “  the  pretended 
appearances  of  Chrift  after  his  pretended  ref- 
urredion ;  the  writer  of  the  book  of  Matthew 
relates,  that  the  angel  that  was  fitting  on  the 
done  at  the  mouth  of  the  fepulchre,  faid  to  the 

Ywo  Mayys,  (chap,  xxviii.  7.)  “  Behold,  Chrift 
.is  gone  before  you  into  Galilee,  there  fhall  you 

lCC  lm"  .,..^e  g°^Peh  Sir,  was  preached  to 
-poor  and  illiterate  men  :  and  it  is  the  duty  of 

pnefts  to  preach  it  to  them  in  all  its  purity  ;  to 
guard  them  againft  the  errors  of  miftaken,  or 
the  defigns  of  wicked  ,  men.  -You  then,  who 
can  read  your  Bible,  turn  to  this  paffage,  and 
.you  will  find  that  the  angel  did  not  fay*  “  Be¬ 
hold, 
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hold,  Chrifl  is  gone  before  you  into  Galilee/* 
but,  cc  Behold  he  goeth  before  you  into  Galilee.” 
I  know  not  what  Bible  you  made  ufe  of  in  this 
quotation,  none  that  I  have  feen  render  the 
original  word  by— he  is  gone : — it  might  be 
propeily  wndeied,  he  will  go  y  and  it  is  literally 
rendered,  he  is  going.  This  phrafe  does  not 
imply  an  immediate  fetting  out  for  Galilee  ; 

hen  a  man  has  fixed  upon  a  long  journey  to 
London  or  Bath,  it  is  common  enough  to  fay5 
he  is  going  to  London  or  Bath,  though  the  time 
of  his  going  may  be  at  fome  difiance.  Even 
your  dafhing  Matthew  could  not  be  guilty  of 
inch  a  blunder  as  to  make  the  angel  fay  he  is 
gone  ;  for  he  tells  us  immediately  afterwards, 
that,  as  the  women  were  departing  from  the 
lepulchre  to  tell  nis  diiciples  what  the  angels 
had  find  to  them,  Jefus  himfelf  met  them.  Now 
how  Jefus  could  be  gone  into  Galilee,  and  yet 
meet  the  women  at  Jerufalem,  I  leave  you  t& 
explain,  for  the  blunder  is  not  chargeable  upon. 
Matthew.  I  excufe  your  introducing  the  ex- 
preffion — “  then  the  eleven  difciples  went  away 
into  Galilee,”  for  the  quotation  is  rightly  made  ; 
but  had  you  turned  to  the  Greek  Teftament, 
you  would  not  have  found  in  this  place  any 
word  anfwering  to  then;  the  paffage  is  better 
tranflated — and  the  eleven.  Chrift  had  faid  to 
his  diiciples,  (Matth.  xxvi.  32.)  cc  After  I  am 
ri'en  again,  I  will  go  before  you  into  Galilee 
and  the  angel  put  the  women  in  mind  of  the 
very  expreflion  and  prediction — He  is  rifen ,  as 
he  fai  ;  ;  and  behold ,  he  goeth  before  you  into  Galilee . 
Matthew,  intent  upon  the  appearance  in  Gali¬ 
lee,  of  which  there  were,  probably,  at  the  time 

he 
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lie  wrote,  many  living  witneffes  in  Judea,  omits 
the  mention  of  many  appearances  taken  notice: 
of  by  John,  and,  by  this  omiffion,  feems  to  con¬ 
ned  the  day  of  the  refurredion  of  Jefus,  with 
that  of  the  departure  of  the  difciples  for  Gali« 
Jee.  You  leem  to  think  this  a  great  difficulty, 
;and  incapable  of  folution  ;  for  you  fay — “  It  is 
not  poffible,  unlefs  we  admit  thefe  difciples  the 
right  of  wilful  lying,  that  the  writers  of  thefe 
books  could  be  any  of  the  eleven  perfons  called 
diiciples  ;  for  if,  according  to  Matthew,  the 
eleven  went  into  Galilee  to  meet  Jefus  in  a 
mountain,  by  his  own  appointment,  on  the  fame 
day  that  he  is  faid  to  have  rifen,  Luke  and  John 
mufl:  have  been  two  of  that  eleven  ;  yet  the 
writer  of  Luke  fays  exprefsly,  and  John  implies 
as  much,  that  the  meeting  was  that  fame  day  in 
a  houfe  at  Jerufalem  ;  and  on  the  other  hand, 
if,  according  to  Luke  and  John,  the  eleveti  were 
affeinbled  in  a  houfe  at  Jerufalem,  Matthew  muff 
have  been  one  of  that  eleven  ;  yet  Matthew  fays, 
the  meeting  was  in  a  mountain  in  Galilee,  and 
confequently  the  evidence  given  in  thofe  books 
fdellroys  each  other/’  When  I  was  a  young 
man  in  the  univerfity,  I  was  pretty  much  accuf* 
tomed  to  drawing  of  confequences  ;  but  my 
Alma  Mater  did  not  fuffer  me  to  draw  confe¬ 
quences  after  your  manner  ;  fhe  taught  me— 
that  a  falfe  pofition  mull  end  in  an  abfurd 
conclufion.  I  have  ffiewn  your  pofition — that 
the  eleven  went  into  Galilee  on  the  day  of  the 
refui  reftion— to  be  falfe*,  and  hence  your  con- 
fequence  mat  the  evidence  given  in  thefe  two 
books  deftroys  each  other— is  not  to  be  admit¬ 
ted.  1  ou  ought,  moreover,  to  have  confidered, 
that  the  feaft  of  unleavened  bread,  which  jm~ 

^  mediately 


mediately  followed  the  day  on  which  th*  <r 

obferve“  of'hef 'd-7en  da>'s;and  that  ftfict 
libm  ,'  i  *“*  law  did  not  think  tliemlelvcsat 

7S  till  that  feail  was  e“  " 

P'ei  S  S  ^SSTL^  th' 

■  refurredion.  Qn  day  of  the 

bm  no^TS,  S  TreaftS  Te'W«' 

tvould  have  known  who  ,h* 

this  place  you  reckon  irfe  as  <me  of  the  eleven 

have  known  that- Luke  was  no  apoXe  and  he 
tdis  you  lnmfelf  .m  the  preface  to  his  gofnel 
that  he  wrote  from  the  teftimony  of  others.  If 

arenofa  ft  peXfomPe’'0'"  ign0rance>  )">“ 
Bible;  if  from  Z£  fflS  ™iZ  £ 
fufpeft)  you  are  ftiil  Jefs  fit :  in  either  2  £ 
n^ay  fugged  to  your  readers  the  propriety  of 
fufpefbng  the  truth  and  accuracy  of  your  affer- 
ions,  however  daring  and  intemperate.  “  Of 

J,  le.  ni™erpus  pnefts  or  parfons  of  the  prefent 
ie  irniiur  ’’’pS  aI,»  the  fum  total  of  who fe 

e  "  ;  ;Z°  ng  toyou’  “ is  a  b  ab’ and  ^c, 

f  l  therc  IS  not  one  amongft  them,”  you 

P>  Wb0  ^an  ™  poetry  like  Homer/or 
faence  like  ..Euclid .»  .If  I  ftould  admit  this 
(though  there  are  many  of  them,  I  doubt  not 
who  underhand  thefe  authors  better  than  you 
do,)  yet  I  cannot  admit  that  there  is  one  amongft 

7  :e,-fb^°PS  a“(.  al!>  fo  ignorant  as  to  rank 
A.ke  the  evangelift  among  the  apoftles  ofChrift. 

in'''!,  '‘'-ft  frdS  tb,s  Point;  any  man  may  fall 
J  a  Iniitake,  and  the  confcioufnefs  of  this  fal- 

libility 
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libilitv  ffiould  create  in  all  men  a  little  modelty, 
a  little  diffidence,  a  little  caution,  before  they 
prefume  to  call  the  mod  illuftnous  charafters  of 

antiquity,  liars,  fool's,-  and  knaves. 

You  want  to  know  why  Jefus.  did  not  mew 
hiinfelf  to  all  the  people  after  his  refurrectiom 
This  is  one  of  Spinoza’s  objections  ;  and  it  may 
found  well  enough  in  the  mouth  of  a  Jew,  wilh- 
ing  to  excufe  the  infidelity  of  his  countrymen, 
but  it  is  not  judicioufly  adopted  by  deifts  oi 
other  nations.  God  gives  us  the  means  or  hea  t 
but  he  does  not  force  us  to  the  ufe  of  them  ;  he 
gives  us  the  powers  of-  the  mind,  but  he  doe^ 
not  compel  us  to  the  cultivation  of  them  .  . c 
gave  the  Jews  opportunities  of  feeing  the  mir¬ 
acles  of  Jefus,  but  he  did  not  oblige  them  to 
believe  them.  They  who  perfevered  m  their 
incredulity  after  the  refurreCtion  of  Lazaru^, 
would  have  perfevered  alfo  after  the  refurreCtion 
of  Jefus.  Lazarus  had  been  buried  four  days, 
Jefus  but  three  ;  the  body  oi  Lazarus  nad 
begun  to  undergo  corruption-,  the  body  of 
Jefus  faw  no  corruption  ;  why  flismld  you 
expect,  that  they  would  have  believed  in  Je¬ 
fus  on  his  own  refurreCtion,  when  they  had  not 
believed  in  him  on  the  refurreCtion  oi  Lazarus  ? 
When  the  Pharifees  were  told  of  the  refurrec- 
tion  of  Lazarus,  they,  together  witn  the  cnier 
priefts,  gathered  a  council,  and  faid  What 
do  we?  for  this  man  doeth  many  miracles.  If  we  • 
let  him  thus  alone,  all  men  will  believe  on  him  : 
then  from  that  day  forth  they  took  counfel  to¬ 
gether  to  put  him  to  death.”  The  great  men 
at  Jerufalein,  you  fee,  admitted  that  Jefus  had 
raifed  Lazarus  from  the  dead  ;  yet  the  belief  of 
that  miracle  did  not  generate  conviction  that 

Jefus 


J~fus  was  the  PhrJ/f  T 

Malice,  and  accelerated  ??  *  CXafPerated  their 
ftroymg  him.  Had  r  r  f  PurPofe  of  de- 
his  refurreftion/tie  chf'f  wP  himfelf  after 
hiy  have  gathered  an  v  h  PnCJ ts  Wouid  proba- 
U  Wj'th,  What  do  We?  and' ““T*!*  .have  °Pened 
termination  to  put  him  to  la?h  ^  a  W‘th  3  de' 

"e  ftould  have  had  a  ?„f  J-erUla  emi  for  then 

Jews:he  whoie 

refurreftion  :  I  thinkV™15™1^^  vvitnefs  of  the 

could  have  1  een  chofen  °n,%oflhe  *«*  that 
his  teftimony  £  the  Sp  3ud  for  th;s  reafon— 
my.  He  ha7d  in  h?s  P°ny  °f  a  for»ier  ene- 

hon,  fufficient  Pound  f  'n!-mjraCU'OUS  c<?nver- 

as  to  a  matter  of  fact  •  fd  |C  ,a nq,ng  his  opinion 
been  a  faft,  which  he  hid  f  UeV?g  that  to  W 
treme  prejudice  conf  er  ?r*nerl?>  thtouSh  ex. 

t-th  of  tie  rllrTalon^f  FoJthe 

^bove  two  hundred  rr  -  aPpeals  to 
sad  before  whom  doe I,  “V™*  '™eliis  i 
iiefore  his  e„  •  ,  he  make  appeal  ?_ 

« <** w.  ers”  f°  n  rdbl:  rd  wiiiin* 

untruth.  You  know  ,  i  iiJa  advanced  an 

had  refided  at  Corinth  that  Paul 

during  a  parr  of  rh  •  Car  two  )Aears  ?  that, 

to  the  Jews'  that  l!  4  had  te{lifi^ 

finding  the  bulk  of  th  ?  'V3S  L  le  thrift  ;  that, 

rMi?rX 

ad  converted  many  ,o  he  fait  IP,  A"  fd 

!“  '?  Corinth,  and  wen  ,o ^preach  , hi  ’  i'A 
m  other  mrtu  •  ti„(  ,  'pieac.i  the  goipe] 

P  "  ’  t  2at>  about  three  years  after  he 

had 
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had  quitted  Corinth,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  the 
converts  which  he  had  made  in  that  place,  and 
who  after  his  departure  had  been  fplit  into  dif¬ 
ferent  factions,  and  had  adopted  different  teach¬ 
ers  in  oppofition  to  Paul.  From  this  account 
we  may  be  certain,  that  Paul’s  letter,  and  every 
circumftance  in  it  would  be  minutely  examined. 
The  city  of  Corinth  was  full  of  Jews  ;  thefe 
men  were,  in  general,  Paul’s  bitter  enemies  ; 
yet,  in  the  face  of  them  all,  he  afferts,  (c  that  Je¬ 
fus  Chrift  was  buried  ;  that  he  rofe  again  the 
third  day ;  that  he  was  feen  of  Cephas,  then  of 
the  twelve  ;  that  he  was  afterwards  feen  of  above 
five  hundred  brethren  at  once,  of  whom  the 
greater  part  were  then  alive.  An  appeal  to 
above  250  living  witneffes,  is  a  pretty  ftrong 
proof  of  afadl;  but  it  becomes  irrefiftible,  when 
that  appeal  is  fubmitted  to  the  judgment  of  ene¬ 
mies.  St.  Paul,  you  muff  allow,  was  a  man  of 
ability ;  but  he  would  have  been  an  ideot,  had 
he  put  it  in  the  power  of  his  enemies  to  prove, 
from  his  own  letter,  that  he  was  a  lying  rafcal. 
They  neither  proved  nor  attempted  to  prove,  any 
fuch  thing ;  and  therefore  we  may  fafely  con¬ 
clude,  that  this  teftimony  of  Paul  to  the  refur- 
reftion  of  Jefus  was  true  :  and  it  is  a  teftimony, 
in  my  opinion,  of  the  greateft  weight. 

You  come,  you  fay,,  to  the  laft  fcene,  the  af- 
cenfion  ;  upon  which,  in  your  opinion,  “  the 
reality  of  the  future  miffion  of  the  difciples 
was  to  reft  for  proof.”  I  do  not  agree 
with  you  in  this.  The  reality  of  the  future 
miffion  of  the  apoftles  might  have  been 
proved,  though  Jefus  Chrift  had  not  vifi- 
bly  afcended  into  heaven.  Miracles  are  the 
proper  proofs  of  a  divine  miffion  ;  and  when 

b*  2  Jefus 
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Jtfus  fav.e  tthe  apoftles  a  commiffion  to  preach 
J-  6  SolPf,!’he  commanded  them  to  ftayat  Jem- 

onT’l?Hth^  “  were  endued  with  power  from 
on  ugh.  Matthew  has  omitted  the  mention 

nVv  h bf :en?0n  ;  and  -!ohn’  y°u  %>  not  faid 
a  fyllable  about  it.  I  think  otherwife.  John 

has  not  given  an  exprefs  account  of  the  afceu- 

fion  but  has  certainly  faid  fomething  about  it  5 

mr  he  informs  us,  that  Jefus  faid  to  Mary— 

mv  fmh 1  meun0t  5  f°r  1  am  not  yet  afcended  to 
my  father  ;  but  go  to  my  brethren,  and  fay  un¬ 
to  them,  I  afcend  unto  my  father  and  your  fath- 
er,  and  to  my  God  and  your  God.”  This  is 
Urf  X  aymg  iomething  about  the  afcenfion  ; 
and  ir  the  fact  of  the  afcenfion  be  not  related  by 
Jonn  or  Matthew,  it  may  reafonably  be  fuppof- 
ed,  that  the  omiflion  was  made,  on  account  of 
the  notoriety  of  the  fad.  That  the  fact  was 
generally  known,  may  be  juftly  collected  from 
the  reference  which  Peter  makes  to  it  in  the 
hearing  of  all  the  Jews,  a  very  few  days  after  it 
had  happened — “This  Jefus  hath  God  raifed  up, 
whereof  we  ad  are  witneffes.  Therefore  being 
h  *{}e  rigbt  hand  of  Cod  exalted.  Paul  bears 
tedunony  alfo  to  the  afcenfion,  when  he  favs, 
that:  Jefus  was  received  up  into  glory.  As  to  the 
difierence  you  contend  for,  between  the  ac¬ 
count  or  the  afcenfion,  as  given  by  Mark  and 
I.uke,  it  does  not  exift  ;  except  in  this,  that 
M,n  k.  omits  the  particulars  of  jelus  going  with  his 
apoftles  to  Bethany,  and  blefiing  them  there,  which 
ate  mentioned  by  Luke.  But  omiffions,  I  muft 
often  put  you  in  mind,  are  not  contradi&ions. 

h  ou  have  now,  you  lay,  “  gone  through  the 
examination  of  the  four  books  aferibed  to  Mat- 
tncvv;  Mark,  Luke  aucl  John  ^  and  when  it  is 

confidered 


.127 


FOR  THE  BIBLE. 

confidered  that  the  whole  fpace  of  time,  from 
the  crucifixion  to  what  is  called  the  afcenfion, 
is  but  a  few  days,  apparently  not  more  than 
three  or  four,  and  that  all  the  circunidances 
are  reported  to  have  happened  near  the  fame 
fpot,  j  erufalem,  it  is,  I  believe,  impoffible  to 
find,  in  any  dory  upon  record,  fo  many,  and 
fucli  glaring  abfuvdities,  contradictions,  and 
falfehoods,  as  are  in  thofe books.”  What  ami 
to  fay  to  this  ?  Am  I  to  fay  that,  in  writing  this 
paragraph,  you  have  forfeited  your  character  as 
an  honed  man  ?  Or,  admitting  your  honefty, 
am  I  to  fay  that  you  are  grofsly  ignorant  of  the 
fubjeft  ?  Let  the  reader  judge.  John  fays,  that 
Jefus  appeared  to  his  difciples  at  Jerufalem  on 
the  day  of  his  refurreCtion,  and  that  Thomas 
was  not  then  with  them.  The  fame  John  fays, 
that  after  eight  days  he  appeared  to  them  again, 
when  Thomas  was  with  them.  Now,  Sir,  how 
apparently  three  or  four  days  can  be  confident 
with  really  eight  days ,  I  leave  you  to  make  out. 
But  this  is  not  the  whole  of  John’s  tedimony, 
either  with  refpeCt  to  place  or  time  ;  for  he  fays- — 
After  thefe  things  (after  the  two  appearances  to 
the  difciples  at  Jerufalem,  on  the  drd  and  on 
the  eighth  day  after  the  refurreCHon)  Jefus  Ihew- 
ed  himfelf  again  to  his  difciples  at  the  fea  of 
Tiberias .  The  fea  of  Tiberias,  I  prefume  you 
know,  was  in  Galilee  ;  and  Galilee,  you  may 
know,  was  fixty  or  feventy  miles  from  Jerula- 
lem  ;  it  mud  have  taken  the  difciples  fome  time, 
after  the  eighth  day,  to  travel  from  Jerufalem 
into  Galilee.  What,  in  your  own  infulting 
language  to  the  prieds,  what  have  you  to  anfwer, 
as  to  the  fame  fpot  Jerufalem ,  as  to  your  apparent¬ 
ly  three  or  four  days  *  But  this  is  not  all.  Luke, 

ia 
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hi  the  beginning  of  the  AGs,  refers  to  his  ffof 

£  tapaiTZ  ChrM  ihe','ed  himfelf  »Uvegat 

t  ,  ,11*’  ,7  "7"r  infallible  proofs,  beta? 

he  ,h  'I  '  ap°ni'?  forty  days,  and  fpeaking  of 

Mead  of  minE  ,he  kinSdom  o{  God  : 

L  uoon  A"ange“j ‘  y°Ur  r“ders  oZo,  bui 
your  ^aiTerti'ons however  SoU  L7*'  *“  “ 

£u  rac  10  reTk  iZZZ 

truth  of  -hP/  me?;  who’  convinced  of  the 
own  • ,/  th.eirInarratl°n,  and  confcious  of  their 
j  tcgnty-jhave  related  what  they  knew  with 

.hemS e  ofpch7-  • rhey  fem  “  h»' 

T  Jewj  ot  [heir  time,  and  to  fay.  to  the 
jews  and  unbelievers  of  all  times,  We  hav- 

us  weUhihe  trUtt;  and  if  you  wil1  not  believe 
-  >  we  have  nothing  more  to  fay.  Had  thev 

een  importers,  they  would  have  written  whh 

more  caution  and  art,  have  obviated  every  cavil 

Thtarh°  !  £Very  afPearance  of  contradiction. 

a  n  oof  o7f  i,aV-  r  do"e  5  3nd  £his  1  confider  as 
a  proof  or  their  honefty  and  veracity. 

.  n  the  Baptift  had  given  his  tertimony  to 
ly  truth  of  our  Saviour’s  miffion  in  the  ^ 

unequivocal  terms  ;  he  afterwards  fent  two  of 
his  difciples  to  Jefus,  to  afk  him  whether  he  was 

re  |  ’h  t  td  1  f  i  7  j  o  .  ”  ,  not.  Matthew 

ofthlh  t  drcutnftances  :  had  the  writer 
c  book  or  Matthew  been  an  impoftor,  would 
c  have  invalidated  John’s  tertimony,  by  brine- 

fib]/°rivrarti  hlS  r!Cal  °r  aPParent  doubt  ?  Irnpof- 
b  ’  Matthew,  having  proved  the  reJ'urreGion 

of 
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ef  Jefus,  tells  us,  that  the  eleven  difciples  went 
away  into  Galilee  into  a  mountain  where  Jefus 
had  appointed  them,  and  “  when  they  faw  him, 
they  worfhipped  him  :  but  fome  doubted  ” 
Would  an  impoflor,  in  the  very  ialt  place  where 
he  mentions  the  refurrection,  and  in  the  con- 
cluhon  of  his  book,  have  fuggefted  luch  a  cavil 
to  unbehevers,  as  to  fay— fome  doubted  ?  Im- 
poflible  .  Ihe  evangelift  has  left  us  to  collet 
tne  reafon  why  fome  doubted  the  difciples 
law  jelus,  at  a  diftance,  on  the  mountain  ;  and 

them  fel!  down  and  worshipped  him  ; 
Wiiilit  others  doubted  whether  the  perfon  they 

law  was  really  jefus;  their  doubt,  however,  could 
not  have  laded  long, for  in  the  very  next  verfe  we 
are  tofo,  that  Jefus  came  and  fpake  unto  them. 

reat  ana  laudable  pains  have  been  taken  by 
many  learned  men,  to  harmonize  the  leveral 
accounts  given  us  by  the  evangelifts  of  the  ref. 
urrechon.  It  does  not  feem  to  me  to  be  a  mat¬ 
ter  o,  any  great  confequence  to  Chriftianitv 
v/nether  the  accounts  can,  in  every  minute  par. 
^cuku  be  harmonized  or  not  ;  fince  there  is 
no  fuch  difcordance  in  them,  as  to  render  the 

mh  f  ^Tf  refurre&0.n  doubtfu!  to  any  impartial 
mmd.  If  any  man,  in  a  court  of  juftice,  fhould 

f'idenCf  of  a  fa6t  5  and  three  oth- 
e.o  mould  afterwards  be  examined,  and  all  of 

taem  ftould  confirm  the  evidence  of  the  fir  ft 

hinfar  d  fo  ^  but,fho?ld  -ppareruly  differ  from 
.  nd  boin  each  other,  by  being  more  or  lets 
particular  in  their  accounts  of  the  circumfiances 
attending  the  fad  ;  ought  we  to  doubt  of  the 
,  ’  becaufe  we  could  not  harmonize  the  evi- 

t  ence  receding  the  circumfiances  relating  to  it  ? 

1  -ie omuiion  or  any  one circumft ance  (fuchas  that 

of 
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of  Mary  Magdalene  having  gone  twice  to  the  fe- 
pulchre  ;  or  that  of  the  angel  having,  after  he 
had  rolled  away  the  fione  from  the  fepulchre, 
entered  into  the  fepulchre)  may  render  an  har¬ 
mony  impoffible,  without  having  recourfe  to 
fuppofition  to  fupply  the  defedt.  You  deifts 
laugh  at  all  fuch  attempts,  and  call  them  prieft- 
craft.  I  think  it  better  then,  in-  arguing  with 
you,  to  admit  that  there  may  be  (not  grant¬ 
ing,  however,  that  there  is)  an  irreconcileable 
difference  between  the  evangelifts  in  fome  of 
their  accounts  refpedling  the  life  of  Jefus,  or  his 
refurredtion.  Be  it  fo  y  what  then  ?  Does  this 
difference,  admitting  it  to  be  real,  deftroy  the 
credibility  of  the  gofpel  hiftory  in  any  of  its  ef- 
fential  points  ?  Certainly,  in  my  opinion*  not. 
As  I  look  upon  this  to  be  a  general  anfwer  to 
moft  of  your  deiftical  objedtions,  I  profefs  my 
fmcerity,  in  faying,- that  I' confider  it  as  a  true 
and  fufficient  anfwer ;  and  I  leave  it  to  your 
confideration.  I  have,  purpofely,  in  the  whole 
of  this  dilcuffion,  been  filent  as  to  theinfpiration 
of  the  evangelifts;  well  knowing  that  you  would 
have  rejected,  with  fcorn,  any  thing  I  could 
have  faid  on  this  point  :  but,  in  difputing  with  a 
deift,  I  do  moft  folemnly  contend,  that  the  Chrit- 
tian  religion  is  true,  and  worthy  of  all  accepta¬ 
tion,  whether  the  evangelifts  were  infpired  or  not. 

Unbelievers,  in  general,  wifh  to  conceal  their 
fentinlents  ;  they  have  a  decent  refpedt  for  pub¬ 
lic  opinion  ;  are  cautious  of  affronting  the  re¬ 
ligion  of  their  country  ;  fearful  of  undermining 
the  foundations  of  civil  fociety.  Some  few  have 
been  more  daring,  but  lefs  judicious ;  and  have, 
without  difguife,  profefted  their  unbelief.  But 

you  are  the  ffrft  who  ever  Iwore  that  he  was  an 

infidel. 
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infidel,  concluding  your  deiftical  creed  with _ 

So  help  me  God !  I  pray  that  God  may  help 
you  ;  that  he  may,  through  the  influence  of  his 
Holy  Spirit,  bring  you  to  a  right  mind  ;  convert 
you  to  the  religion  of  his  Son,  whom,  out.  of  his 
abundant  love  to  ^mankind,  he  fent  into  the 
world,  that  all  ,who  believe  in  him  fhould  not 
perifli,  but  have,  everlafiing  life. 

.  fwear,  that  you  think  the rChrifiian  reli° 
gion  is  not  true.  I  give  full  credit  to  your 
oath;  it  is  an  oath  in  confirmation — of  what  ?— 
of  an  opinion.  It  proves  the  fincerity  of  your  de¬ 
claration  Q.f  your  opinion;  but  the  opinion,  not® 
withftanding  the  oath,  may  be  either  true  or  falfe# 
Permit  me  to  produce  to  youan  oath  not  confirm- 
ingan  opinion, but  a  fad  ;  it  is  the  oath  of  St.Pauls 
when  he  fwears  to  the  Galatians,  that,  in  what 
he  told  them  of  his  .miraculous  converfion,  he 
did  not  tell, a  lie :  - c  Now  the  things  which  I  write 
untp  you,  behold,; before  God,  I  lie  not  — do 

but  give  that  crediMo.Paul  which  I  give  to  you, 

do  but  confider.  the  difference  between  ,an  opin¬ 
ion  and  a  fa 61,  and  I  fhall  not  defbair  of  your  be* 
coming  a  Chriftian, 

Deifm,  ypu  . fay,  eonfifts  in  a  belief  of  one 
God,  and  an  imitation  of  his  moral  character,  or 
the  practice  of  what  is  called  virtue;  and  in 
.this  (as  far  as-^  religion  is  concerned)  you  reft  all 
your  hopes.  .  1  here  is  nothing  in  deifm  but  what 
;is  in  Chriftianity,  but  there  is  much  in  Chrif- 
tiamty  which  is  not  in  deifm.  The  Chriftian 
rhas  no  doubt  concerning  a  future  ftate;  every 
d-eift,  from  'Plato  to  Thomas  Paine,  is  on  this 
lubject  overwhelmed  xvith  doubts  infuperable  bv 
human  reafon.  The  Chriftian  hasno  mifgiv- 
mSs  as  to  the  pardon  of  penitent  finners,through 

.the 
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■the  mterceffion  of  a  mediator  ;  the  deift  is  har- 
rnled  with  apprehenfion  left  the  moral  juftice 
or  God  fhould  demand,  with  inexorable  rigour, 
pnnifhment  for  tranfgrefiion.  The  Chriftian  has 
iio  doubt  concerning  the  lawfulnefs  and  the  ef¬ 
ficacy  of  prayer  ;  the  deift  is  disturbed  on  this 
point  by  abftraft  conflderations  concerning  the 
goodnefs  of  God,  which  wants  not  to  be  intreat- 
ed  ;  concerning  his  forefight,  which  has  no 
need  of  our  information  ;  concerning  his  im¬ 
mutability,  which  cannot  be  changed  through 
our  iupplication.#  The  Chriftian  admits  the 
providence  of  God,  and  the  liberty  of  human 
a  ft  ions  ;  the  deift  is  involved  in  great  difficul¬ 
ties,  when  he  undertakes  the  proof  of  either.* 
The  Chriftian  has  affurance  that  the  Spirit  of  God 
will  help  his  infirmities  ;  the  deift  does  not  de¬ 
ny  the  poilibility  that  God  may  have  accefs  to 
he  numan  mind,  but  he  has  no  ground  to  be¬ 
hove  the  faft  of  his  either  enlightening  the  un¬ 
derfunding,  influencing  the  will,  or  purifying 
the  heart* 


Letter  IX 


S  I  R, 


HOSE,”  you  fay,  “  who  are  not  much 


acquainted  with  ecclefiaftical  hiftory,  may 
fuppofc  that  the  book  called  the  New  Teftament 
has  cxilted  ever.lince  the  time  of  Jefus  Chrift  ; 
but  the  fact  is  hi florically  otherwise;  there  was 
no  fuch  book  as  the  New  Teftament  till  more 
than  three  hundred  years  after  the  time  that 
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Is  calculated  to  miflead  common  readers  ;  it  is 
neceffary  to  unfold  its  meaning.  The  Book, 
called  the  New  Teftament,  confifts  of  twenty- 
feven  different  parts ;  concerning  feven  of  thefe, 
viz.  the  epiflle  to  the  Hebrews,  that  of  James, 
the  fecond  of  Peter,  the  fecond  of  John,  the 
third  of  John,  that  of  Jude,  and  the  Revelation, 
there  were  at  firfl  fome  doubts ;  and  the  quef- 
tion,  whether  they  fhould  be  received  into  the 
canon,  might  be  decided,  as  all  queftions  con¬ 
cerning  opinions  muff  be,  by  vote.  With  re- 
fpeCt  to  the  other  twenty  parts,  thofe  who  arc 
molt  acquainted  with  ecclefiaftical  hiftory  will 
tell  you,  as  Du  Pin  does  after  Eufebius,  that, 
they  were  owned  as  canonical,  at  all  times,  and 
by  all  Chriftians.  Whether  the  council  of  La~ 
odicea  was  held  before  or  after  that  of  Nice,  is 
not  a  fettied  point  ;  all  the  books  of  the  New 
Teftament,  except  the  Revelation,  are  enume¬ 
rated  as  canonical  in  the  Confiitutions  of  that  ' 
council  ;  but  it  is  a  great  miflake  to  fuppofe, 
that  the  greateft  part  of  the  books  of  the  New 
Teftament  were  not  in  general  ufe  amongfl 
Chriftians,  long  before  the  council  of  Laodicea 
was  held.  This  is  not  merely  my  opinion  on 
the  fubjeCt ;  it  is  the  opinion  of  one  much  bet¬ 
ter  acquainted  with  ecclefiaftical  hiftory  than  I 
am,  and,  probably,  than  you  2Lve,—MoJheini. 

“  The  opinions,”  fays  this  author,  “  or  rather 
the  conjectures,  of  the  learned  concerning  the 
time  when  the  books  of  the  New  Teftament 
were  collected  into  one  volume,  as  alfo  about 
the  authors  of  that  collection,  are  extremely 
different.  This  important  queftion  is  attended 
with  great  and  alrnoft  infuperable  difficulties  to 
us  in  thefe  latter  times.  It  is  however  fufficient 

M  for 
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lor  us  to  know,  that,  before  the  middle  of  the 
fecond  century,  the  greateft  part  of  the  books 
of  the  New  1  eftament  were  read  in  every  Chrif- 
tjan  fociety  throughout  the  world,  and  received 
as  a  divine  rule  of  faith  and  manners.  Hence 
it  appears,  that  thefe  facred  .writings  were  care¬ 
fully  feparated  from  feveral  human  compofitions 
upon  the  fame  fubjedt,  either  by  fome  of  the 
apoftles  themfelves,  who  lived  fo  long,  or  by 
their  difciples  and  fucceffors,  who  were  fpread 
abroad  thiough  .all  nations.  We  are  well  af- 
lured,  that  th tifour gofpeis  were  collected  during 
the  life  of  St.  John,  and  that  the  three  firlt  re¬ 
ceived  the  approbation  of  this  divine  apoftle. 
And  why  .may  we  not  fuppofe,  that  the  other 
•books  of  the  New  Teltament  were  gathered  .to¬ 
gether  at  Alie  fame  time  ?  What  renders  this 
highly  probable  is,  that  the  moft  urgent  ne- 
ceflity  required  its  being  done.  For,  not  long 
after  Chrift’s  afcenfion  into  heaven,  feveral  hif- 
tcries  of  his  .life  and  doctrines,  full  of  pious 
frauds,  and  fabulous  wonders,  were  compofed 
by  perfons,  whofe  intentions,  perhaps,  were  not 
had,  but  whofe  writings  difcovered  the  greateft 
fuperftition  and  ignorance.  Nor  was  this  all  : 
productions  appeared,. which  were  impofed  on 
the  world  by  fraudulent  men  as  the  writings  of 
the  holy  apoftles.  Thefe  apocryphal  and  fpu- 
rious  writings  muft  have  produced  a  fad  confu- 
fion,  and  rendered  both  the  hiftory  and  the  doc¬ 
trine  of  Chrift  uncertain,  had  not  the  rulers  of 
the  church  ufed  all  poffible  care  and  diligence 
in  feparating  the.  books  that  were  truly  apoltol- 
ical  and  divine,  from  all  that  fpurious  trafh, 
and  conveying  them  down  to  pofterity  in  one 
volume.” 


Did 
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_  Did  you  ever  read  the  apology  for  the  Chrif- 
tians,  which  Juftiii  Martyr  prefented  to  the  em¬ 
peror  Antoninus  Pius,  to  the  fenate,  and  people 
of  Rome  ?  I.  fhould  fooner  expedt  a  falfity  in  a 
petition,  which  any  body-  of  perfecuted  men, 
imploring  juftice,'  fhould  prefent  to  the  king 
and  parliament  of  Great  Britain,  than  in  this 
apology.  Yet- in  this- apology,  which  was  pre¬ 
fented  not  fifty  years  after  the  death  of  St.  John, 
not  only  parts  of  all  the  four  go/pels  are  quoted , 
but  it  is  exprefsly  faid,  that  on  the  day  called 
Sunday,  a  portion  of  them  was  read  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  affemblies  of  the  Chriftians.  I  forbear  pur¬ 
ging  this  matter  farther  ;  elfe  it  might  eafily 
be  fhewn,  that  probably  thfe  gofpels,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  fome  of  St.  Paul’s  epiftlesj  were  known 
to  Clement ,  Ignatius ,  and ■  Polycarp,  contempora¬ 
ries  with  the  apoftles;-  Thefe  men  could  not 
quote  or  refer  to  books  which  did  not  exift  • 
and  therefore, though  you  could  make  it  out  that 
the  book  called  the  New  Teftament  did  not  for- 
mady  exift  under  that  title,  till  350  years  after 

11  u  ^et  ^  ^old  to  he  a  certain  faff,  that 
a  .  e  books,  o-f  which  it  is  compofed,  were 
written,  and  moft  of  them  received  by  all  Chrif- 
tians,  within  a  few  years  after  his  death,- 

You,  raife  a  difficulty  relative  to  the  time 
which  intervened  between  the  death  and  refur- 
reuion  of  Jefus,  who  had  faid,  that  the  Son  of 
IV-an  fhall  be  three  days  and  three  nights  in  the 
heart  of  the  earth.  Are  you  ignorant  then  that 

the  Jews  ufed  the  phrafe  three  days  and  three 

nights  to  denote  what  we  underftand  by  three 
days  It  is  faid  m  Genefis,  (chap,  vii,  I2.) 

i  he  ram  was  upon  the  earth  forty  days  and 
orty  nights  ;  and  this  is  equivalent  to  the 

expreffion. 
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expreffion,  (ver.  17.)  “  And  the  flood  was 
fony  days  upon  the  earth.”  Inftead  then  of 
faying  three  days  and  three  nights,  let  us  fimply 
fay— three  days — and  you  will  not  object  to 
Chrift’s  being  three  days- — Friday,  Saturday, 
and  Sunday,  in  the  heart  of  the  earth.  I  do 
not  fay  that  he  was  in  the  grave  the  whole  of 
either  Friday  or  Sunday ;  but  an  hundred  in- 
fiances  might  be  produced  from  writers  of  all 
nations,  in  which  a  part  of  a  day  is  fpoken  of 
as  the  whole.  T.hus  much  for  the  defence  of 
the  hiftorical  part  of  the  New  Teftament. 

You  have  introduced  an  account  of  Fauflus , 
as  denying  the  genuinenefs  of  the  books  of  the 
New  iellanient.  Will  you  permit  that  great 
fcholar  in  facred  literature,  Michael  is,  to  tell 
you  fomething  about  this  Fauflus  ? — “  He  was 
ignorant,  as  were  moft  of  the  African  writers, 
of  the  Greek  language,  and  acquainted  with  the 
New  Teftament  merely  through  the  channel  of 
the  Latin  tranflation  :  he  was  not  only  devoid  of 
a  fufficient  fund  of  learning,  but  illiterate  in  the 
higheft  degree.  An  argument,  which  he  brings 
againfi  the  genuinenefs  of  the  gofpel,  affords 
lufHcient  ground  for  this  aflertion  ;  for  he  con¬ 
tends,  that  the  gofpel  of  St.  Matthew  could  not 
have  been  written  by  St.  Matthew  himfelf,  be- 
caufe  he  is  always  mentioned  in  the  third  per¬ 
ron.”  You  know  who  has  argued  like  Fauflus, 
but  I  did  not  think  myfelf  authorifed  on  that 
account  to  call  you  illiterate  in  the  higheft  de¬ 
gree  ;  but  Michaelis  makes  a  Hill  more  fevere 
conclusion  concerning  Fauflus  ;  and  he  extends 
his  obfervation  to  every  man  who  argued  like 
him — “  A  man  capable  of  fuch  an  argument 
mull  have  been  ignorant  not  only  of  the  Greek 

writers, 


FOR  THE  BIBLE. 


*37 

writers,  the  knowledge  of  which  could  not  have 
been  expected  from  Fauftus,  but  even  of  the 
Commentaries  of  Casfar.  And  were  it  thought 
improbable  that  fo  heavy  a  charge  could  be  laid 
with  juflice  on  the  fide  of  his  knowledge,  it 
would  fall  with  double  weight  on  the  fide  of  his 
honefty,  and  induce  us  to  l'uppofe,  that,  prefer- 
ing  the  arts- of  fophiftry  to  theplainnefs  of  truth, 
he  maintained  opinions  which  he  believed  to 
befalfe.”  (Marfh’s  Tranfl.)  Never  more,  I 
think,  lhall  we  hear  of  Moles  not  being  the  au¬ 
thor  of  the  Pentateuch,  on  account  of  its  being' 
written  in  the  third  perfon. 

Not  being  able  t-o  produce  any  argument  to 
render  queftionable  either  the  genuinenefs  or 
the  authenticity  of  St.  Paul’s  Epiftles,  you  tell 
us,  that  “  it  is  a  matter  of  no  great  importance 
by  whom  they  were  written,  llnce  the  writer, 
whoever  he  was,  attempts  to  prove  his  do&rine 
by  argument :  he  does  not  pretend  to  have  been 
witnefs  to  any  of  the  fcenes  told  of  the  redi¬ 
rection  and  afcenfion,  and  he  declares  that  he 
had  not  believed  them.”  That  Paul  had  fo  far 
refilled  the  evidence  which  the  apoftles  had 
given  of  the  redirection  and  afcenfion  of  Jefus, 
as  to  be  a  perfecutor  of  the  difciples  of  Chrift, 
is  certain  ;  but  I  do  not  remember  the  place 
where  he  declares  that  he  had  not  believed 
them,  1  he  high  pried  and  the  fenate  of  the 
children  of  Ifrael  did  not  deny  the  reality  of  the 
miracles,  which  had  been  wrought  by  Peter  and 
the  apoftles  ;  they  did  not  contradift  their  tefti- 
mony  concerning  the  refurre&ion  and  the  af¬ 
cenfion  ;  but  whether  they  believed  it  or  not, 
they  were  fired  with  indignation,  and  took 

counfel  to  put  the  apoftles  to  death  :  and  this 

lyr  o 
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was  alio  the  temper  of  Paul  ;  whether  he  be¬ 
lieved  or  did  not  believe  the  ftory  of  the  refur- 
reaion,  he  was  exceedingly  mad  againft  the 
Jamts.  Ihe  writer  of  Paul’s  epiftles  does  not 
attempt  to  prove  his  do&rineby  argument ;  he 
in  many  places  tells  us,  that  his  doctrine  was 
not  taught  him  by  man,  or  any  invention  of  his 
own,  which  required  the  ingenuity  of  argument 
to  prove  it  “  I  certify  you,  brethren,  that 
the  gofpel,  which  was  preached  of  me,  is  not 
sfter  man.  For  I  neither  received  it  of  man, 
neither  was  1  taught  it,  but  by  the  revelation  of 
Jefus  Chnft.  Paul  does  not  pretend  to  have 
been  a  witnefs  of  the  Jiory  of  the  refurredtion, 
but  he  does  much  more  ;  he  afferts,  that  he 
was  himfelf  a  witnefs  of  the  refurreflion.  Af¬ 
ter  enumerating  many  appearances  of  Jefus  to 
his  difciples,  Paul  fays  of  himfelf,  “  Lad  of  all, 
he  was  feen  of  me  alfo,  as  of  one  born  out  of  due 
time.”  Whether  you  will  admit  Paul  to  have 
been  a  true  witnefs  or  not,  you  cannot  deny 
that  he  pretends  to  have  been  a  witnefs  of  the 
refurreftion. 

The  ftory  of  his  being  ftruck  to  the  ground, 
as  he  was  journeying  to  Damafcus,  has  nothing 
in  it,  you  fay,  miraculous  or  extraordinary  : 
you  reprefent  him  as  ftruck  by  lightning.  It 
is  fomcwhat  extraordinary  for  a  man,  who  is 
ftruck  by  lightning,  to  have,  at  the  very  time, 
full  polfeftion  of  his  underftanding  ;  to  hear  a 
voice  ifluing  from  the  lightning,  fpeaking  to 
him  in  the  Hebrew  tongue,  calling  him  by  his 
name,  and  entering  into  converfation  with  him. 
His  companions,  you  fay,  appear  not  to  have 
fuffered  in  the  fame  manner  : — the  greater  the 
wonder.  If  it  was  a  common  ftorm  of  thunder 

and 
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and  lightning  which  ftruckPaul  and  all  his  com 
panions  to  the  ground,  it  is  fomewhat  extraor 
dinary  that  he  alone  ffiould  be  hurt ;  and  that 
notwithstanding  his  being  ftruck  blind  by 

nmg,  he  ffiould  in  other  refpedts  be  fo  little 
hurt,  as  to  be  immediately  able  to  walk  into  the 
city  of  Damafcus.  So  difficult  is  it  to  oppofe 

S  b7„  anH^POther,S  !  ^  chaLStf 

Paul  you  difcover  a  great  deal  of  violence 
an  fanaticilm  ;  and  fuch  men,  you  obferve 
are  never  good  moral  evidences  of  any  doarine’ 
ney  preach.  Read,  Sir,  Lord  Lyttleton’ s  obfer- 
va  ions  on  the  converfion  and  apoltleffiip  of  St. 

contrary^  wiU  be  convinced  of  the 

r,-  •  X'  lat  eIegant  writer  thus  expreffes 

his  opinion  on  this  fubjecl— “  Befides  all  th l 
proofs  of  .he  Chriftian  region,  X“  mayi 

drawn  from  the  prophecies  of  the  Old  Telia- 

ment  from  the  neceffary  connexion  it  has  with 
the  whole  fyftem  of  the  Jewiffi  religion  from 
the  miracles  of  Chrift,  and  from  the  evidence 

tSleVseni°thinkrthUrre,ai0n  r7  dl  the  0ther  aP°f* 
St  Paul  a  h?  )converflon  a°d  aportleffiip  of 
bt.  Paul  alone,  duly  confidered,  is,  of  itfelf  a 

demon!  ration  fufficient  to  prove  Chriftianky  to 

be  a  divine  revelation.”  I  hope  this  opinion 

WiU  hayc  fome  weight  with  you  •  it  is  not  the 

Sf  Bible-prophet,  of  a  liupid 

evangehlt,  or  of  an  a  b  ab  prieft,_but  of  a 

tmY°Ufare  dllPleafed  with  St.  Paul  “forfet- 

bodSy°”  YoPr76  theTrefurrreaion  of  the  fame 
body.  You  know,  I  prefume,  that  the  refur- 

reftion  of  the  fame  body  is  not  bv  all  n  in  v 
ted  to  be  a  fcriptural  doctrine,  ’  “  In  the  New 

Telia  ment 
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Teflament  (wherein,  I  think,  are  contained  ali 
the  articles  of  the  Chriftian  faith)  I  find  our 
Saviour  and  the  apoftles  to  preach  the  refurrec - 
lion  of  the  dead ,  and  the  refur  red  ion  from  the  dead , 
in  many  places  ;  but  I  do  not  remember  any 
place  where  the  refurreftion  of  the  fame  body 
is  fo  much  as  mentioned.’*  This  obfervation  of 
Mr.  Locke  I  fo  far  adopt,  as  to  deny  that  you 
can  produce  any  place  in  the  writings  of  St. 
Paul,  wherein  he  fets  out  to  prove  the  refurrec- 
tion  of  the  fame  body.  I  do  not  queftion  the 
poffibility  of  the  refurreftion  of  the  fame  body, 
and  I  am  not  ignorant  of  the  manner  in  which 
fome  learned  men  have  explained  it  ;  (fome- 
what  after  the  way  of  your  vegetative  fpeck  in 
the  kernel  of  a  peach  ;)  but  as  you  arc  difcred- 
iting  St.  Paul’s  doftrine,  you  ought  to  fhew  that 
what  you  attempt  to  difcredit  is  the  doctrine  of 
the  apoftle.  As  a  matter  of  choice,  you  had 
rather  have  a  better  body — you  will  have 
a  better  body,— “  your  natural  body  will 
be  raifed  a  fpiritual  body,”  your  corrupti¬ 
ble  will  put  on  incorruption.  You  are  fo 
much  out  of  humour  with  your  prefent  body, 
that  you  inform  us,  every  animal  in  the  crea¬ 
tion  excels  us  in  fomething.  Now  1  had  al¬ 
ways  thought,  that  the  fingie  circumftance  of 
our  having  hands,  and  their  having  none,  gave 
us  an  infinite  fuperiority  not  only  over  iniefts, 
flfhes,  fnails,  and  fpiders,  (which  you  reprefent 
as  excelling  us  in  loco-motive  powers,)  but  over 
all  the  animals  of  the  creation  ;  and  enabled  us, 
in  the  language  of  Cicero,  defcribing  the  mani¬ 
fold  utility  of  our  hands,  to  make  as  it  were 
a  new  nature  of  things.  As  to  what  you  fay 

about  the  confcioufnefs  of  exigence  being  the 

only 
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only  conceivable  idea  of  a  future  life— it  proves 
nothing,  either  for  or  again  ft  the  refurre&ion  of 
a  body,  or  of  the  fame  body  ;  it  does  not  in¬ 
form  us,  whether  to  any  or  to  what  fubftance, 
material  or  immaterial,  this  confeioufnefs  is  an¬ 
nexed.  I  leave  it,  however,  to  others,  who  do 
not  admit  perfonal  identity  to  confift  in  con- 
fciouinefs,  to  difpute  with  you  on  this  point, 
and  willingly  fubfcribe  to  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
Locke,  u  that  nothing  but  confeioufnefs  can 
unite  remote  exiftences  into  the  fame  perfon.” 

From  a  caterpillar's  pafFing  into  a  torpid  ftate 
refembling  death,  and  afterwards  appearing  a 
fplendid  butterfly,  and  from  the  (fuppofed)  con¬ 
feioufnefs  of  exiftence  which  the  animal  had  in 
thefe  different  ftates,  you  afk,  Why  mull:  I  be¬ 
lieve,  that  the  refurrection  of  the  fame  body  is 
neceifary  to  continue  in  me  the  confeioufnefs  of 
exiftence  hereafter  ?  I  do  not  dillike  analogical 
reafoning,  when  applied  to  proper  objects,  and 
kept  within  due  bounds  :  but  where  is  it  faid  in 
feripture,  that  the  refurreftion  of  the  fame  body 
is  neceifary  to  continue  in  you  the  confeioufnefs 
of  exiftence  ?  Thole  who  admit  a  confcious  ftate 
of  the  foul  between  death  and  the  refurre&ion, 
will  contend,  that  the  foul  is  the  fubftance  in 
which  confeioufnefs  is  continued  without  inter¬ 
ruption  :  thofe  wrho  deny  the  intermediate  ftate 
Oi  the  foul  as  a  ftate  of  confeioufnefs,  will  con¬ 
tend,  that  confeiouinefs  is  not  deftroyed  by 
death,  but  fufpended  by  it,  as  it  is  fufpended  dur¬ 
ing  a  found  fleep  ;  and  that  it  may  as  ealily  be 
reftoi  ed  after  death,  as  after  Deep,  during  which 
the  faculties  of  the  foul  are  not  extinfi,  but  dor¬ 
mant.  .  Thofe  who  think  that  the  foul  is  noth¬ 
ing  difhnct  from  the  compages  of  the  body,  not 

a  fubftance 
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a  fubftance  but  a  mere  quality,  will  maintain; 
that  the  conlciouinefs  appertaining  to  every  im 
dividual  perfon  is  not  loft  when  the  body  is  de~ 
ftroyed  ;  that  it  is  known  to  God;  and  may, 
at  the  general  refurreftion,  be  annexed  to  any 
fyftern  of  matter  he  may  think  fit,  or  to  that 
particulai  compages  to  which  it  belonged  in 
this  life. 

In  reading  you:  bocic  I  have  been  frequently 
fhocked  at  the  virulence  of  your  zeal,  at  the  in¬ 
decorum  of  your  abufe  in  applying  vulgar  and 
oftenfiive  epithets  to  men  who  have  been  held, 
and  who  will  long,  I  truft,  continue  to  be  hold* 
en,  in  high  eftimation.  I  know  that  the  fear  of 
calumny  is  feldom  wholly  effaced,  it  remains 
long  after  the  wound  is  healed  ;  and  your  abufe 
of  holy  men  and  holy  things  will  be  remember¬ 
ed,  when  your  arguments  againft  them  are  re¬ 
futed  and  forgotten.  Mofes  you  term  an  arro* 
gant  coxcomb,  a  chief  affaffin  ;  Aaron,  Jofhua,  ' 
Samuel,  David,-  monfters  and  impoftors  ;  the 
Jewifh  kings  a  parcel  of  rafeals  ;  Jeremiah  and 
the  reft  of  the  prophets,  liars  ;  and  Paul  a  fool, 
for  having  written  one  of  the  lubliineft  compo* 
fitions,  and  on  the  moft  important  fubjeft  that 
ever  occupied  the  mind  of  man — the  leffon  in 
our  burial  fervice  ;  this  leffon  you  call  a  doubt¬ 
ful  jargon;  as  deftitute  of  meaning  as  the  tolling 
of  the  bell  at  the  funeral.-  Men  of  low  condi¬ 
tion  !  preffed  down,  as  you  often  are,,  by  calam¬ 
ities  generally  incident  to  human  nature,  and 
groaning  under  burdens  of  mifery  peculiar  td> 
your  condition,  what  thought  you  when  you 
heard  this  leffon  read  at  the  funeral  of  your 
child,  your  parent,  or  your  friend  ?  Was  it 

mere 
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mere  jargon  to  you,  as  deftitute  of  meaning  .as 
the  tolling  of  a  bell  ?  No.  You  underftood 
from  it,  that  you  would  not  all  deep,  but  that 
you  .would  all  be  changed  in  a  moment  at  the 
laft  trump  ;  you. underftood  from  it,  that  this 
corruptible  mull  put  on  incorruption,  that  this 
mortal  muft.put  on  immortality,  and  that  death 
would  be  fwallowed  up  in  victory  ;  you  under¬ 
ftood  from  it,  that  if  (notwithftanding  profane 
attempts  to  fubvert  your  faith)  ye  continue 
ftedfaft,  unmoveable,  always  abounding*  in  the 

work  of  the  Lord,  your  labour  will  not  be  in 
vain. 

You  feem  fond  of  difplaying  your  fkill  in 
ictence  and  philofophy ;  you  fpeak  more  than 
once  of  Euclid  ;  and,  in  cenfuring  St.  Paul, 
you  intimate  to  us,  that  when. the  apoftle  fays. 
One  ft ar  differeth  from  another  ftar  in  glory— - 
he  ought  to  have  Paid— in  diftance.  All  men 
fee  that  one  ftar  differeth  from  another  ftar  in 
gdory  or  brightnefs  ;  but  few  men  know  that 
their  difference  in  brightnefs  arifes  from  their 
-difference  m  diftance  4  and  I  beg  leave  to  fay, 
■that  even  you,  philofopher  as  you  are,  do  not 
know  it.  You  make  an  affuraption  which  you 
cannot  prove-.— that  the  ftars.are  equal  in  mag¬ 
nitude,  and  placed  at  different  diftances  from  the 

jvzt  *  ^ou  ,carmot  prove  that  they  are  not 
different  in  magnitude,  and  placed  at  equal  dif¬ 
tances,  though  none  of  them  may  be  fo  near  to 
the  earth,  as  to  have  any  fenftble  annual  paral- 

!aX‘  1  .  ?ef  Par^n  of  my  readers  for  touching 
upon  this  fubjeft  ;  but  it  really  moves  one’s  in¬ 
dignation,  to  fee  a  fmattering  in  philofophy 
urged  as  an  argument  againft  the  veracity  of  an 
.apottle,  “  Little  learning  is, a  dangerous  thing.” 

Paul, 


i 
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Paul,  you  iay,  affe&s  to  be  a  naturalid  ;  and 
to  prove  (you  might  more  properly  have  laid 
illudrate)  his  fydem  of  refurreftion  from  the 
principles  of  vegetation — “  Thou  fool,”  fays 
he,  66  that  which  thou  lowed  is  not  quickened 
except  it  die  :  to  which  one  might  reply,  in 

his  own  language,  and  fay— “  Thou  fool,  Paul, 
that  which  thou  lowed  is  not  quickened  except 
it  die  not.  It  may  be  feen,  I  think,  from  this 
paffage,  who  affe&s  to  be  a  naturalid,  to  be  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  mkrofcopical  difcoveries  of 
modern  times  ;  which  were  probably  neither 
known  to  Paul,  nor  to  the  Corinthians  ;  and 
which,  had  they  been  known  to  them  both, 
would  have  been  of  little  ufe  in  the  illudration 
oi  the  fubjedt  of  the  refurreftion.  Paul  faid~ 
that  which  thou  fowed  is  not  quickened  except 
it  die  ; — every  hulbandman  in  Corinth,  though 
unable  perhaps  to  define  the  term  death,  would 
under dand  the  apodle’s  phrafe  in  a  popular 
lenfe,  and  agree  with  him  that  a  grain  of  wheat 
mud  become  rotten  in  the  ground  before  it 
could  fprout ;  and  that,  as  God  raifed  from  a 
rotten  grain  of  wheat,  the  roots,  the  dem,  the 
leaves,  the  ear  of  a  new  plant,  he  might  alfo 
caufe  a  new  body  to  fpring  up  from  the  rotten 
carcafs  in.  the  grave.  Doctor  Clarke  obferves, 

“  In  like  manner  as  in  every  grain  of  corn  there 
is  contained  a  minute  infenfible  feminal  princi¬ 
ple,  which  is  itfell  the  entire  future  blade  and 
ear,  and  in  due  feafon,  tvhen  all  the  red  of  the 
grain  is  corrupted,  evolves  and  unfolds  itfelf 
vifibly  to  the  eye  ;  fo  our  prefent  mortal  and 
corruptible  body  may  be  but  the  exuvia,  as  it 
were,  of  fome  hidden  and  at  prefent  infenfible 
principle,  (pollibly  the  prefent  feat  of  the  foul,) 

which 
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which  at  the  refurreCtion  fhall  difcover  itfelf  in, 
its  proper  form.”  I  do  not  agree  with  this 
great  man  (for  fuch  I  efteem  him)  in  this  philo- 
fophical  conjecture  ;  but  the  quotation  may 
ferve  to  drew  you,  that  the  germ  does  not 
evolve  and  unfold  itfelf  vifibly  to  the  eye  till  all 
the  reft  of  the  grain  is  corrupted  ;  that  is,  in  the 
language  and  meaning  of  St.  Paul,  till  it  dies* 
Though  the  authority  of  Jefus  may  have  as  lit¬ 
tle  weight  with  you  as  that  of  Paul,  yet  it  may 
not  be  improper  to  quote  to  you  our  Saviour’s 
expreffion,  when  he  foretels  the  numerous  dif» 
ciples  which  his  death  would  produce— “  Ex¬ 
cept  a  corn  of  wheat  fall  into  the  ground,  and 
die ,  it  abideth  alone  :  but  if  it  die,  it  bringeth 
forth  much  fruit.”  You  perceive  from  this, 
that  the  Jews  thought  the  death  of  the  grain 
was  neceffary  to  its  re-production  :  hence  every 
one  may  fee  what  little  reafon  you.  had  to  objeCt 
to  the  apoftle’s  popular  illuftration  of  the  pofii- 
bility  of  a  refurreCtion.  Had  he  known  as  much 
as  any  naturalift  in  Europe  does,  of  the  progrefs 
of  an  animal  from  one  ftate  to  another,  as  from 
a  worm  to  a  butterfly,  (which  you  think  applies 
to  the  cafe,)  I  am  of  opinion  he  would  not  have 
ufed  that  illuftration  in  preference  to  what  he 
has  ufed,  which  is  obvious  and  fatisfaClory. 

Whether  the  fourteen  epiftles  afcribed  to 
Paul  were  written  by  him  or  not,  is,  in  your 
judgment,  a  matter  of  indifference.  So  far 
from  being  a  matter  of  indifference,  I  confider 
the  genuinenefs  of  St.  Paul’s  epiftles  to  be  a 
matter  of  the  greatcft  importance  ;  for  if  the 
epiftles,  afcribed  to  Paul,  were  written  by  him, 
(and  there  is  unqueftionable  proof  that  they 
were,)  it  will  be  difficult  for  you,  or  for  any 

N  jmiu 
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man  upon  fair  principles  of  found  reafoning, 
to  deny  that  the  Chriftian  religion  is  true! 

pverv  rSUm^nt  ISTa  htort  one,  and  obvious  to 
r  y  caPacity-  It  /lands  thus :  St.  Paul  -wrote 
.evera  letters  to  thofe  whom,  in  different  coun¬ 
tries,  he  had  converted  to  the  Chriftian  faith  • 
m  theie  letters  he  affirms  two  .things  •  fii-ft* 
that  he  had  wrought  miracles  in  their  prefence  •’ 
iecondly,  that  many  of  themfelves  had  received 
the  gift  of  tongues,  and  other  miraculous  gifts 
of  the  Holy  Ghoft.  The  perfons  to  whom  thefe 
jetteis  were  addrelfed  mud,  on  reading  them 
:have  certainly  known,  whether  Paul  affirmed 
what  was  true,  or  told  a  plain  lie  ;  they  muft 
nave  known,  whether  they  had  feen  him  work 
miracles;  they  muft  have  been  confcious, 
whether  they  themfelves  did  or  did  not  poffefs 
any  miraculous  gifts.  Now  can  you,  or  can. 
any  man,  believe,  for  a  moment,  that  Paul  (3. 
man  certainly  of  great  abilities)  would  have 
written  public  letters,  fulHof-ffies,  and  which 
could  not  fail  of  .being  discovered  to  be  lies,  as 
foon  as  his  letters  were,  read  ?  Paul  could  not 
be  guilty  of  falfehood;  in  thefe  twro  points,  or 
.it  eithei  of  them  ;  and  if  either  of  them  he 
true.,  tiic  Chiiftian. religion  is  true.  References 

to  thefe  two  points  are  frequent  in  St.  Paul’s 
eniflles  :  I  wifi  „  t . ,  , 


“5  ov  ,lia  uiiiy  woum  1  learn  of  you,  re¬ 
ceived  ye  the  Spirit  (gifts  of  the  Spirit)  by 
the  works  of  the  law  ?  He  miniftereth  to  you 
the  Spirit,  and  w'orketh  miracles  among  you.” 
To  the  Theffalonians  he  fays,  (1  Theff.  chap.  i. 
5.)  “  Our  gofpel  came  not  unto  you  in  word 
only,  but  all'o  in  power,  and  in  the  Holy  Ghoft. 

To 
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To  the  Corinthians  he  thus  exprefles  himfelf  : 
(1  Cor.  ii.  4.)  “  My  preaching  was  not  with 
enticing  words  of  man’s  wifdom,  but  in  the 
demonftration  of  the  Spirit  and  of  power 
and:  he  adds  the  reafon  for  his  working  mira- 
cleS“u  That  your  faith  fhould  riot  ftand  in 
the  wifdom  of  men,  but  in  the  power  of  God.” 
With  what  alacrity  would’  the  fa£tion  at  Co¬ 
rinth,  which  oppofed  the  apoflle,  have  laid  hold* 
of  this  and  many  'fnnilar  declarations  in  the  let¬ 
ter,  had  they  been  able  to  have  detected  any 
falfehood  in  them  !  There  is  no  need  to  multi¬ 
ply  words  on  fo  clear  a  point—the  genuinenefs 
of  Paul’s  epiftles  proves  their  authenticity,  in¬ 
dependently  of  every  other  proof  \  for  it  is  ab- 
furd  in  the  extreme  to  fuppofe  him 3  under  cir- 
cumftances  of  obvious  detection,  capable  of  ad¬ 
vancing  what  was  not  true  ;  and  if  Paul’s  epif¬ 
tles  be  both  genuine  and  authentic,-  the  Chrif- 
tian  religion  is  true.  Think  of  this  argument. 

You  clofe  your  obfervations  in  the  following 
manner  “  Should  the  Bible  (meaning,  as  I 
have  before  remarked,  tne  Old  Teftament)  and 
Teftament  hereafter  fall,  it  is  not  I  that  have 
been  the  occafion.”  You  look,  I  think,  upon 
your  production  with  a  parent’s  partial  eye, 
when  you  fpeak  of  it  in  fuch  a  ftyle  of  felt-com¬ 
placency.  The  Bible,  Sir,  has  withftood  the 
learning  of  Porphyry ,  and  the  power  of  Julian , 
to  fay  nothing  of  the  manichean  Faujlus — -  it  has 
refitted  the  genius  of  Bolingbrokc ,  and  the  wit  of 
Voltaire ,  to  fay  nothing  of  a  numerous  herd  of 
inferior  affailants — and  it  will  not  fall  by  your 
force.  You  have  barbed  anew  the  blunted  ar- 

1 

rows  of  former  adverfafies  ;  you  have  feathered 
them  with  blafphemy  and  ridicule  ;  dipped  them 

in 
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utmnfl"  lendlie!f  P°ifon ;  aimed  Aem  with  your 

rd:  s 


Letter  X. 


S  I  R, 


T  HL  remaining  part  of  your  work  can  hard- 
Tt  •  y.benmade  the  fubject  of  animadverfion. 

. ,  Principally  confifts  of  unfupported  affections' 
aounve  appellations,  illiberal  farcafms  (irifes  of 
^ords,  profane  babblings,  and  oppofitiom  'of  fcieJe 
falfdyfo  called  I  am  hurt  at  being,  inmeZ 
j-'!clj!Ceh  to  the  fubjea,  under  the  neceflfty  of  ufing 
Y  h  f251-'1  language  ;  and  am  fmcerely  ferry 
from  Jhat  caufe  I  know  not,  yo£  S 
f  \  received  a  wrong  bias  in  every  point  re- 

better0^  ^  f  re%ion*  You  are  capable  of 
better  things  ;  for  there  is  a  philofophical  feb- 

lhpU  7. 111  fome  of  y°ur  ldeas>  when  you  /peak  of 
the  oupr erne  Being,  as  the  creator  of  the  uni- 

•V  erie-  1  hat  )'ou  may  not  accufe  me  of  difrefneft 
in  palling  over  any  part  of  your  work  without 
oeuo wing  proper  attention  upon  it,  I  will  wait 
upon  you  through  what  you  call  your  conclufion. 
th  x  rePer JT  reader  to  the  former  part  of 

f  A,gc  oi  Reafon  }  in  which  you  have  fpoken 
.  what  you  efteem  three  frauds— myftery, 
miracle,  and  prophecy.  I  have  not  at  hand  the 
«'>  k  to  which  you  refer,  and  know  not  what 
you  have  fata  on  thefe  fubje&s  they  are  fub- 

jefts 
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je&s  of  great  importance,  and  we,  probably, 
Yhould  differ  effentially  in  our  opinion  concern¬ 
ing  them  ;  but,  I  confefs,  I  am  not  forry  to  be 
excufed  from  examining  what  you  have  faid  on 
thefe  points.  The  fpecimen  of  your  reafoning, 
which  is  now  before  me,  has  taken  from  me  eve¬ 
ry  inclination  to  trouble  either  my  reader, or  my- 
felf,  with  any  obfervations  on  your  former  book. 

You  admit  the  poffibility  of  God’s  revealing 
his  will  to  man  ;  yet  “  the  thing  fo  revealed,” 
you  fay,  “  is  revelation  to  the  perfon  only  to 
whom  it  is  made  j  his  account  of  it  to  anothei 
is  not  revelation.”  This  is  true  -,  his  account 
is  limple  teftimony.  You  add,  there  is  no 
“  poffible  criterion  to  judge  of  the  truth  of  what 
he  fays.”  This  I  pofitively  deny  ;  and  contend, 
that  a  real  miracle,  performed  in  atteftation  of  a 
revealed  truth,  is  a  certain  criterion  by  which  we 
may  judge  of  the  truth  of  that  atteftation.  I 
am  perfectly  aware  of  the  objections  which  may 
be  made  to  this  pofition  •,  I  have  examined  them 
with  care ;  I  acknowledge  them  to  be  of  weight  j 
but  I  do  not  fpeak  unadvifedly,  or  as  wilhing  to 
dictate  to  other  men,  when  I  fay,  that  I  am  per- 
fuaded  the  pofition  is  true.  So  thought  Mofes, 
when,  in  the  matter  of  Korah,  he  faid  to  the 
Ifraelites — “  If  thefe  men  die  the  common  death 
of  all  men,  then  the  Lord  hath  not  fent  me.” 
So  thought  Elijah,  when  he  faid,  “  Lord  God  of 
Abraham, Ifaac, and  of  Ifrael,  let  it  be  known  this 
day,  that  thou  art  God  in  llrael,  and  that  I  am 
thy  fervant  j” — and  the  people  before  whom  he 
fpake,  were  of  the  fame  opinion  ;  for,  when  the 
fire  of  the  Lord  fell,  and  confumed  the  burnt- 
facrifice,  they  faid — “  The  Lord,  he  is  the 
God.”  So  thought  our  Saviour,  when  he  faid. 
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thefbeaTwknefsof  me  I  ?***> 

the  works  of  my  Father,  belie/et  noV  Wte 
realon  have  vve  to  believe  Jefus  fpeaking  in  the 
gofpel,  and  to  difbelieve  Mahomet  fpeakina-  in 
the  Koran  ?  Both  of  them  lay  claira  to  a  dK 
commillion  ;  and  yet  we  receive  the  words  of 
he  one  as  a  revelation  from  God,  and  we  rejeft 
the  words  of  the  other  as  an  impofture  of  man. 
?  he  realon  is  evident ;  Jefus  eftablifhed  his  pre- 

cationwith  aegKng  uny  fecret  communi- 

and  indnh'i  n  eity»  b|lt  by  working  numerous 
and  indubitable  miracles  in  the  prefence  of 

oufands,  and  which  the  molt  bitter  and  watch- 
tul  of  his  enemies  could  not  difallow  :  but  Ma¬ 
homet  wrought  no  miracles  at  all.  Nor  is  a 
miracle  the  only  criterion  by  which  we  may  judge 
of  the  truth  of  a  revelation.  If  a  feries  of  proph¬ 
ets  fhould,  through  a  courfe  of  many  centu¬ 
ries,  predift  the  appearance  of  a  certain  perfon 
whom  God  would,  at  a  particular  time,  fend  in- 
to  the  world  for  a  particular  end  ;  and  at  length 

1-  P5r^on  ^lou^  appear,  in  whom  all  the  pre¬ 
dictions  were  minutely  accomplifhed  :  fuch  a 

completion  of  prophecy  would  be  a  criterion  of 
uie  truth  of  that  revelation,  which  that  perfon 
mould  deliver  to  mankind.  Or  if  a  perfon 
fhould  now  fay,  (as  many  falfe  prophets  have 
.aid,  and  are  daily  faying,)  that  he  had  a  com- 
miiiion  to  declare  the  will  of  God  ;  and,  as  a 
proof  of  his  veracity,  Ihould  predict— that’  after 
his  death,  he  would  rife  from  the  dead  on  the 
t.m  d  day  ;  the  completion  of  fuch  a  prophecy 
would,  1  prefume,  be  a  fu/Rcient  criterion  of  the 
t .  i  tt)  of  vLu  this  man  might  have  faid  concerti¬ 
ng  t  ac  *vii I  of  God,  Now  I  tell  you,  (fays  |e- 
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fus-  to  his  difciples,  concerning  Judas,  who  was 
to  betray  him,)  before  it  come,  that  when  it  is 
come  to  pais  ye  may  believe  that  I  am  he.  In 
various  parts  of  the  gofpels  our  Saviour,  with 
the  utmost  propriety, claims  to  be  received  as  the 
nieffenger  of  God,  not  only  from  the  miracles 
which  he  wrought,  but  from  the  prophecies 
which  were  fulfilled  in  his  perfon,  and  from  the 
predictions  which  he  himfelf  delivered.  Hence, 
inftead  of  there  being  no  criterion  by  which  we 
may  judge  of  the  truth  oftheChriftian  revelation, 
there  are  ciearly  three.  It  is  an  eafy  matter  to 
ufe  an  indecorous  flippancy  of  language  in  fpeak- 
ing  of  the  Chriftian  religion,  and  with  a  fuper- 
cilious  negligence  to  clafs  Chrift  and  his  apoftles 
amongfi  the  importers  who  have  figured  in  the 
world ;  but  it  is  not,  I  think,  an  eafy  matter 
for  any  man,  of  good  lenfe  and  found  erudition, 
to  make  an  impartial  examination  into  any  one 
of  the  three  grounds  of  Chrifhianity  which  I 
have  here  mentioned,  and  to  reject  it. 

What  is  it,  you  alk,  the  Bible  teaches  ? — The 
prophet  Micah  lhall  anfwer  you  :  it  teaches  us— 
“  to  d.°  to  love  mercy,  and  to  walk  hum¬ 

bly  with  our  God  juftice,  mercy,  and  piety, 
mitead  of  what  you  contend  for— -rapine,  cru¬ 
elty,  ^and  murder.  What  is  it,  you  demand, 
the  1  eftament  teaches  us  ?  You  anfwer  your 
queftion— to  believe  that  the  Almighty  com¬ 
muted  debauchery  with  a  woman.  Abfurd  and 
impious  affertion  1  No,  Sir,  no  ;  this  profane 
doctrine,  this  nnferable  ftuff,  this  blafphemous 
peiverfion  of  fcripture,  is  your  dodtrine,  not 
that  of  the  New  Teftament.  I  will  tell  you  the 
effon  which  it  teaches  to  infidels  as  well  as  be¬ 
lievers  j  it  is  a  lefibn  which  phiiofophy  never 

taught. 
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taught,  which  wit  cannot  ridicule,  nor  fophiftry 
dii prove  ;  the  leffon  is  this— “  The  dead  fhall 
hear  the  voice  of  the  Son  of  God,  and  they  that 
hear  fhall  live  ; — all  that  are  in  their  graves 
iiiall  come  forth  ;  they  that  have  done  good, 
unto  the  refurrection  of  life  ;  and  they  that  have 
done  evil,  unto  the  refurrecfion  of  damnation.” 
-  hhe  moral  precepts  of  the  gofpel  are  fo  well 
fitted  to  promote  the  happinefs  of  mankind  in 
this  world,  and  to  prepare  human  nature  for 
the  future  enjoyment  of  that  bleffednefs,  of 
which,  in  our  prefent  date,  we  can  form  no 
conception,  that  I  had  no  expectation  they 
would  have  met  with  your  difapprobation. 
You  fay,  however, — “  As  to  the  fcraps  of  mor¬ 
ality  that  are  irregularly  and  thinly  fcattered  in 
thole  books,  they  make  no  part  of  the  pretend¬ 
ed  thing,  revealed  religion.”  “  Whatfoever 
ye  would  that  men  fhould  do  to  you,  do  ve  even 
fo  to  them.”  Is  this  a  fcrap  of  morality  ?  Is  it 
not  rather  the  concentered  effence  of  all  ethics, 
the  vigorous  root  from  which  every  branch  of 
moral  duty  towards  each  other  may  be  derived  ? 
Duties,  you  know,  are  difhnguifhed  by  moralifts 
into  duties  of  perfect  and  imperfeCl  obligation  : 
does  the  Bible  teach  you  nothing,  when  it  in- 
ftruCIs  you,  that  this  diftin&ion  is  done  away  ? 
when  it  bids  you  “  put  on  bowels  of  mercies, 
kindnefs,  humblenefs  of  mind,  meeknefs, 
long-buffering,  forbearing  one  another  and 
forgiving  one  another,  if  any  man  have  a 
quarrel  againft  any  ?”  Thefe,  and  precepts 
ftich  as  thefe,  you  will  in  vain  look  for  in 
the  codes  of  Frederic ,  or  Jujtinian  ;  you  cannot 
find  them  in  our  flatute  books  ;  they  were  not 
taught,  nor  are  they  taught  in  die  fchools  of 

heathen 
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&eathen  philofophy  ;  or,  if  fome  one  or  two  of 
them  (hould  chance  to  be  glanced  at  by  a  Plato* 
a  Seneca,  or  a  Cicero,  they  are  not  bound  upon 
the  conferences  of  mankind  by  any  fanction.  It 
is  in  the  gofpel,  and  in  the  gofpel  alone,  that  we 
learn  their  importance  ;  afts  of  benevolence  and 
brotherly  love  may  be  to  an  unbeliever  volun¬ 
tary  a£ts,  to  a  Chriftian  they  are  indifpenfable 
duties.  Is  a  new  commandment  no  part  of  re¬ 
vealed  religion  ?  “  A  new  commandment  I  give 
unto  you,  That  ye  love  one  another  the  law 
of  Chriftian  benevolence  is  enjoined  us  by  Chrift 
himfelf  in  the  moft  folemn  manner,  as  the  dif» 
tinguifhing  badge  of  our  being  his  difciples. 

Two  precepts  you  particularize  as  inconiiftent 
with  the  dignity  and  the  nature  of  man — that 
of  not  refenting  injuriesy  and  that  of  loving  en¬ 
emies.  Who  but  yourfelf  ever  interpreted  lit¬ 
erally  the  proverbial  phrafe — “  If  a  man  fmite 
thee  on  thy  right  cheek,  turn  to  him  the  other 
alfo  Did  Jefus  himfelf  turn  the  other  cheek 
when  the  officer  of  the  high  prieft  fmote  him  ? 
It  is  evident,  that  a  patient  acquiefcence  under 
flight  perfonal  injuries  is  here  enjoined  and 
that  a  pronenefs  to  revenge,  which  inftigates 
men  to  favage  afts  of  brutality,  for  every  trifling 
offence,  is  forbidden.  As  to  loving  enemies,  it 
is  explained,  in  another  place,  to  mean,  the  do¬ 
ing  them  all  the  good  in  our  power  ;  “  If  thine 
enemy  hunger,  feed  him  ;  if  he  thirft,  give  him 
drink  /’  and  what  think  you  is  more  likely  to 
preferve  peace,  and  to  promote  kind  affections 
amongft  men,  than  the  returning  good  for  evil  ? 
Chriftianity  does  not  order  us  to  love  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  injury — it  does  not  “  offer  a  pre¬ 
mium  for  a  crime/’ — it  orders  us  to  let  our 
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benevolence  extend  alike  to  all,  that  tve  mav  era. 
nlat.e  hc  of  God  himfelf,  who  maketh 

t  ,  ,to  nfe  on  the  evil  and  on- the  good.” 
..the  law  of  Moies,  retaliation  for  deliberate 
*njunes  had  been  ordained— an  eye  for  an  eve, 
too  h  for  a  tooth.  Arijlotle ,  in  his  treatife  of 
ora's,  fays,  that  fome  thought  retaliation  of 
I  u  lonal  wrongs  an  equitable  proceeding ;  Rhad- 
a  man  thus  is  faid  to  have  given  it- his  fanaion 
e  decern  viral  laws  allowed  it the  common 

aw  of  England  did- not  forbid  it  >-  and- it  is  faid 

to  be  dill  the  law  of  fome  countries,  even  in 
Chridendom  :  but  the  mild  fpirit  of  Chridianity 
ablolutety  prohibits,  not  only  the  retaliation  of 
injuries,  but  the  indulgence  of  every  refentful 
propenfity.-  - 

.  been,”  you  affirm,  “  the  fcheme  of 

fC.k  ;blian  church  to  hold  man  in  ignorance 
oi  the  Creator,  as  it  is  of  government  to  hold 
him  im  ignorance  of-  his  rights.”  I  appeal  to 
die  plain  fenfe  oi  any  honed  man  to  jud^e 
whether  this  reprefentatiom  be  true  in  either 
particular.  When  he  attends  the  fervice  of  the 
church  does  lie  difeover  any  defign  in  the  min-- 
ii.er  to  keep  him  in  ignorance  of  his  Creator  ? 
Are  not  the  public  prayers  in  which  he  joins, 
the  leflons  which  are  read  to  him,  the  fermons 
which  are  preached  to  him,  all  calculated  to  im- 
]>il!s  upon  his  mind  a  drong  conviction  of  the 
mercy,  judice,  holinefs,  power,  and  wifdom  of 
the  one  adoiab-le  God,  bleded  forever?  By 
thde  means,  which  the  Chridian  church  hath 
provided  ior  our  indruCtion,  I  will  venture  to 
lay,  that  the  mod  unlearned  congregation  of 
Chridians  in  Great  Britain  have  more  jud  and 
iubhme  conceptions  of  the  Creator,  a  more  per¬ 
fect 
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feci  knowledge  of  their  duty  towards  him,  and 
a  Ilronger  inducement  to  the  pradice  of  vir¬ 
tue,  holineft,  and  temperance,  than  all  the 
■philofophers  of  all  the  heathen  countries  in  the 
world  ever  had,  or  now  have.  If,  indeed,  your 
fcheine  fhould  take  place,  and  men  lliould 
no  longer  believe  their  Bible,  then  would  they 
foon  become  as  ignorant  of  the  Creator,  as  all 
the  world  was  when  God  called  Abraham  from 
his  kindred ;  and  as  all  the  world,  which  has 
had  no  communication  with  either  Jews  or 
Chriflians,  now  is.  T  hen  would  they  foon  bow 
down  to  Bocks  and  Bones,  Life  their  hand  (as 
they  did  in  the  time  of  Job,  and -as  the  poor 
African  does  now,)  to  the  moon  walking  in  bright- 
ncfs i  ond,  deny  the  God  that  is  above  ;  then  would 
they  worfhip  Jupiter,  Bacchus,  and  Venus,  and 
emulate,  in  the  tranicendant  flagitioufnefs  of 
their  lives,  the  impure  morals  of  their  gods. 

■What  defign  has  government  to  keep  men  in 
ignorance  of  their  rights  ?  None  whatever.  Ail 
■wife  Batefmen  are  perfuaded,  that  the  .  more 
men  know  of  their  rights,  the  better  fubjects 
they,  will  become.  t> u-i .> j e e'e s ,  not  from  neceffity 
but  choice,  are  the  firmed  friends  ot  every  gov¬ 
ernment.  - 1  he- people  of  Great. Britain  are  wTelI 
acquainted  with,  their  natural  and  fecial  rights  ; 
they  underftand  them  better  than  the  people  of 
any  other  country  do; -they  know  that  they 
■have  a  right  to  be, free,  not  only  from  the  ca¬ 
pricious  tyranny  of  any  one  man’s  will,  but 
from  the  more  affixing  defpotifm  df  republican 
factions;  and  it  is  this  very  knowledge  which 
attaches  them-to- the  condition  of  their  coun¬ 
try.  I  have  no  fear  that  the  people  fhould 
know  ; too  much  of  their  rights ;  my  fear  is, 

that 
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that  they  fhould  not  know  them  in  all  their  re¬ 
lations,  and  to  their  full  extent.  The  govern¬ 
ment  does  not  defire  that  men  fhould  remain  in 
ignorance  of  their  rights  ;  but  it  both  .defires, 
and  requires,  that  they  fhould  not  difturb  the 
public  peace,  under  vain  pretences ;  that  they 
fhould  make  themfelves  acquainted,  not  merely 
with  the  lights,  but  with  the  duties  alfo  of  men 
in  civil  fociety.  I  am  far  from  ridiculing  (as 
iome  have  done)  the  rights  of  man  ;  I  have 
long  ago  underftood,  that  the  poor  as  well  as 
the  rich,  and  that  the  rich  as  well  as  the  poor, 
have,  by  nature,  fome  rights,  which  no  human 
government  can  juftly  take  troin  them,  without 
their  tacit  or  exprefs  confirm  ;  and  fome  alfo., 
which  they  themfelves  have  no  power  to  fur- 
render  to  any  government.  One  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  rights  of  man,  in  a  date  eitiier  of  nature 
or  of  fociety,  is  a  right  of  property  in  the  fruits 
o.  his  induftry,  ingenuity,  or  good  fortune. 
Does  government  hold  any  man  in  ignorance  of 
this  right  ?  So  much  the  contrary,  that  the 
chief  care  of  government  is  to  declare,  afcer- 
tain,  modify,  and  defend  this  right  ;  nay,  it 
gives  right,  where  nature  gives  none  ;  it  pro¬ 
tects  the  goods  of  an  inteffate ;  and  it  allows  a 
man,  at  lus  death,  to  difpofe  of  that  property, 
which  the  law  of  nature  would  caufe  to  revert 
into  the  common  flock.  Sincerely  as  I  am  at¬ 
tached  to  the  liberties  of  mankind,  I  cannot  but 
profefs  myfelf  an  utter  enemy  to  that  fpurious 
philofophy,  that  democratic  inlanity,  which 
would  equalize  all  property,  and  level  all  dif- 
timftions  in  civil  fociety.  Perfonal  diflintlions, 
arifing  from  fuperior  probity,  learning,  elo¬ 
quence,  fkill,  courage,  and  from  every  other 
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excellency  of  talents,  are  the  very  blood  and 
nerves  of  the  body  politic  ;  they  animate  the 
whole,  and  invigorate  every  part  ;  without 
them,  its  bones  would  become  reeds,  and  its 
marrow  water  ;  it  would  prefently  fink  into  a 
fetid  fenfelefs  mafs  of  corruption.  Power  may 
be  ufed  for  private  ends,  and  in  oppofition  to 
the  public  good  ;  rank  may  be  improperly  con¬ 
ferred,  and  infolently  fuftained ;  riches  may  be 
wickedly  acquired,  and  vicioufty  applied  :  but 
as  this  is  neither  neceffarily*  nor  generally  the 
cafe,  I  cannot  agree  with  thofe  who,  in  aflerting 
rhe  natural  equality  of  men,  fputn  the  inftituted 
diftin&ions  attending  power,  rank,  and  riches* 
But  I  mean  not  to  enter  into  any  difcuffion  on 
this  fubjeft,  farther  than  to  fay,  that  your  crim* 
ination  of  government  appears  to  me  to  be 
wholly  unfounded  ;  and  to  exprefs  my  hope, 
that  no  one  individual  will  be  fo  far  milled  by 
difquifitions  on  the  rights  of  man,  as  to  think 
that  he  has  any  right  to  do  wrong,  as  to  forget 
that  other  men  have  rights  as  well  as  he. 

You  are  animated  with  proper  fentiments  of 
piety,  when  you  fpeak  of  the  ftrufture  of  the 
tiniverfe.  No  one,  indeed,  who  confiders  it 
with  attention,  can  fail  of  having  his  mind  filled 
with  the  fupremeft  veneration  for  its  Author. 
Who  can  contemplate,  without  aftoniihment* 
the  motion  of  a  comet,  running  far  beyond  the 
orb  of  Saturn,  endeavouring  to  efcape  into  the 
pathlefs  regions  of  unbounded  fpace,  yet  feeling, 
at  its  utmoft  diftance,  the  attra&ing  influence 
of  the  fun,  hearing,  as  it  were,  the  Voice  of  God 
arrefting  its  progrefs,  and  compelling  it,  after  a 
lapfe  of  ages,  to  reiterate  its  ancient  courfe  ? — • 
Who  can  comprehend  the  diftance  of  the  ftars 
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from  the  earth,  and  from  each  other  ?— It  is  fo 
great,  that  it  mocks  our  conception ;  our  very 
imagination  is  terrified,  confounded,  and  loft, 
when  we  are  told,  that  a  ray  of  light,  which 
moves  at  the  rate  of  above  ten  millions  of  miles 
in  a  minute,  will  not  though  emitted  at  this 
inf  ant  from  the  brighteft  ftar,  reach  the  earth 
in  lefs  than  fix  years.  -  We  think  this  earth  a 
gieat  globe  ;  and  we  fee  the  fad  wickednefs, 
wmch  individuals  are  often  guilty  of,  in  fcraping 
together  a  little  of  its  dirt:  we  view,  with  ftiil 

—  *  1*11  •  a  *  ^  ^  ^  ^  mighty 

ruin  which  has,  in  all  ages,  been  brought  upon 

human  kind,  by  the  low  ambition  of  contend¬ 
ing  powers,  to  acquire  a  temporary  poffeftion  of 
a  little  portion  of  .its  furface.  But  how  does 
the  whole  of  this  globe  fink,  as  it  were,  to  noth- 
inA’  when  we  confider  tnat  a  million  of  earths 
will  fcarcely  equal  the  bulk  of  the  fun  ;  that  all 

n^3rS  3r€  '^uns  ’  anc^  that  millions  of  funs 
conflitute,  piobably,  but  a  minute  portion  of 

that  material  world,  which  God  hath  diftributed 
through  the  immenfity  of  fpace  !  -Syftems,  how- 
ever,  of  infenfible  matter,  though  arranged  in 
exquifite  order,  prove  only  the  wifdom  and  the 
power  of  the  great  Architect  of  nature.  As 
percipient  beings,  we  look  for  fomething  more  j 
for  his  goodnels ,  and  we  cannot  open  our  eyes 
without  feeing  it. 

Every  portion  of  the  earth,  fea,  and  air,  is 
full  of  fenfiti.ve  beings,  capable,  in  their  refpeft- 

ive  orders, .of  enjoying  the  good  things  which 

God  has  prepared  for  their  comfort.  All  the 
01  ders  of  beings  are  enabled  to  propagate  their 
kind  ;  and  thus  provifion  is  made  for  a  luccef- 
,  fivc  continuation  of  happinefs.  Individuals  yield 
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to  the  law  of  diffolutfon  infeparable  from  the 
material  ftru&ure  of  their  bodies  :  but  no  gap 
is  thereby  left  in  exiftence  ;  their  place  is  occu¬ 
pied  by  other  individuals  capable  of  participat¬ 
ing  in'  the  goodnefs  of  the  Almighty.  Contem¬ 
plations  fuch  as  thefe  fill  the  mind  with  humility, 
benevolence,  and  piety.-  But  why  fhould  we 
flop  here  ?  why  not  contemplate  the  goodnefs 
of  God  in  the  redemption,  as  well  as  in  the  cre¬ 
ation  of  the  world  ?-  By  the  death  of  his  only- 
begotten  Son  Jefus  Chrift,  he  hath  redeemed 
the  whole  human  race  from  the  eternal  death, 
which  the  tranfgrefiion  of  Adam  had  entailed 
on  all  his  poftenty.  You  believe  nothing  about 
the  tranfgrefiion  of  Adam.  The  hiftory  of  Eve 
and  the  ferpent  excites  your  contempt  ;  you 
will  not  admit  that  it  is  either  a  real  hiftory,  or 
an  allegorical  reprefentation  of  death  entering 
into  the  world  through  fin,  through  difobedi- 
ence  to  the  command  of  God.  Be  it  fo.  You 
find,  however,  that  death  doth  reign  over  all 

whatever  mean  it  was  introduced  1 
this  is  not  a  matter  of  belief,  but  of  lamentable 
Knowledge.  The  New  Teftament  tells  us,  that, 
through  the  merciful  difpenfation  of  God,  Chrift 
hatii  overcome  death,  and  reftored  man  to  that 
immortality  -which  Adam  had  loft  :  this  alfo 
you  refufe  to  believe.  Why  ?  Becaufc  you  can¬ 
not  account  for  the  propriety  of  this  redemp. 
lion.  Milerable  reafon  !  ftupid  objection  !  Wftat 
is  there  that  you  can  account  for  ?  Not  for  the 
germination  of  a  blade  of  grafs,  not  for  the  fall 
of  a  leaf  of  the  foreft— and  will  you  refufe  to 
eat  of  the  fruits  of  the  earth,  becaufe  God  has 
not  given  you  wifdom  equal  to  his  own  ?  Will 
you  refufe  to  lay  hold  on  immortality,  becaufe 

he 
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he  has  not  given  you,  becaufe  he,  probably 
coukl  not  give  to  fuch  a  being  as  man,  a  full 
inanii citation  of  the  end  for  which  he  defigns 
Jiim,  nor  of  the  means  requifite  for  the  attain¬ 
ment  of  that  end  ?  What  father  of  a  family  can 
make  level  to  the  apprehenfion  of  his  infant 
c  nldren,  all  the  views  of  happinefs  which  his 
paternal  goodnefs  is  preparing  for  them  ?  How- 
can  he  explain  to  them  the  utility  of  reproof, 
correction,  inftruction,  example,  of  all  the  vari¬ 
ous  means  by  which  he  forms  their  minds  to 
piety,  temperance,  and  probity  ?  We  are  chil¬ 
dren  in  the  hand  of  God  ;  we  are  in  the  very  in¬ 
fancy  of  our  exiltence  ;  juft  feparated  from  the 
womb  of  eternal  duration  ;  it  may  not  be  pof- 
fible  for  the  F ather  of  the  univerfe  to  explain  to 
us  (infants  in  apprehenfion  !)  the  goodnefs  and’ 
the  wildom  of  his  dealings  with  the  Tons  of  men** 
vVh at  qualities  of  mind  will  be  neceffary  for  our 
v/eli- doing  through  all  eternity,  we  know  not  ; 
\/nat  difcipline  in  this  infancy  of  exiftence  may 
be  neceffary  for  generating  thefe  qualities,  we 
know  not ;  whether  God  could  or  could  not,, 
confidently  with  the  general  good,  have  forgiv¬ 
en  the  tranfgreffion  of  Adam,  without  any 
atonement,  we  know  not ;  whether  the  malig¬ 
nity  of  fin  be  not  fo  great,  fo  oppofite  to  the 
general  good,  that  it  cannot  be  forgiven  whilft 
it  exifts,  that  is,  whilft  the  mind  retains  a  pro- 
penfity  to  it,  we  know  not :  fo  that  if  there 
/hould  be  much  greater  difficulty  in  compre¬ 
hending  the  mode  of  God’s  moral  government 
of  mankind  than  there  really  is,  there  would  be' 
no  reafon  for  doubting  of  its  re&itude.  If  the 
whole  human  race  be  confidered  as  but  one 
fmall  member  of.  a  large  community  of  free  and 

intelligent 
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intelligent  beings  of  different  orders,  and  if  this 
whole  community  be  fubjeCt  to  difcipline  and 
laws  productive  of  the  greateft  poffible  good  to 
the  whole  fyftem,  then  may  we  (till  more  rea- 
fonably  fufpefl:  our  capacity  to  comprehend  the 
wifdom  and  goodnefs  of  all  God’s  proceedings 
in  the  moral  government  of  the  univerfe. 

You  are  lavifh  in  your  praife  of  deifiny  it  is 
fo  much  better  than  atheifm,  that  I  mean 
not  to  fay  any  thing  to  its  difcredit ;  it  is  not, 
however,  without  its  difficulties.  What  think 
you  of  an  uncaufed  caufe  of  every  thing  ?  of 
a  Being  who  has  no  relation  to  time,  not  be¬ 
ing  older  to-day  than  he  was  yefterday,  nor 
younger  to-day  than  he  will  be  to-morrow  ? 
who  has  no  relation  to  fpace,  not  being  a  part 
Here  and^  a  part  there,,  or  a  whole  any  where  ? 
Wnat  think  you  of  an  omnifcient  Being,  who 
cannot  know  the  future  aftions  of  a  man  ?  Or, 
if ^  his  omnifcience  enables  him  to  know  them, 
wnat  think,  you  of  the  contingency  of  human 
aChons  ?  And  if  human  actions  are  not  con¬ 
tingent,  what  think  you  of  the  morality  of  ac¬ 
tions,  of  the  diftinction  between  vice  and  virtue, 
crime  and  innocence,  fin  and  duty  ?  What  think 
you  of  the  infinite  goodnels  of  a  Being,  who 
exifted  through  eternity,  without  any  emana- 
tion  of  his  goodnefs  manifefled  in  the  creation 
of  fenfitive  beings  ?  Or,  if  you  contend  that 
theie  has  been  an  eternal  creation,  what  think 
you  of  an  efieCt  coeval  with  its  caufe,  of  matter 
not  pofterior  to  its  Maker  ?  What  think  you 
of  the  exigence  of  evil,  moral  and  natural,  in 
the  work  of  an  infinite  Being,  powerful,  wife 
and  good  l  What  think  you  of  the  gift  of 
freedom  of  will,  when  the  abufe  of  freedom 
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becomes  the  caufe  of  general  mifery  ?  I  could 
propofe  to.  your  confederation  a  great  many 
other  queftions  of  a  fimilar  tendency,  the  con- 
templation  of  which  has  driven  not  a  few  from 
deifm  to  atheifm,  juft  as  the  difficulties  in  re¬ 
vealed  religion  have  driven  yourfelf,  and  fome 
others,  from  Chriftianity  to  deifm. 

I1  or  my  own  part,  I  can  fee  no  reafon  why 
either  revealed  or  natural  religion  fhould  be 
abandoned,  on  account  of  the  difficulties  which 
attend  either  of  them.  I  look  up  to  the  incom- 
prehenfible  Maker  of  heaven  and  earth  with  un- 
fpeakable  admiration  and  felf-annihilation,  and 
am  a  deifh  I  contemplate,  with  the  utmoft 
gratitude  and  humility  of  mind,  his  unfearcha- 
ble  wifdom  and  goodnefs  in  the  redemption  of 
the  world  from  eternal  death,  through  the  in¬ 
tervention  of  his  Son  Jefus  Chrift,  and  am  a 
Chriftian.  As  a  deift,  I  have  little  expectation. 
As  a  Chriftian,  I  have  no  doubt  of  a  future 
ftate.  I  fpeak  for  myfelf,  and  may  be  in  an 
error,  as  to  the  ground  of  the  firft  part  of  this 
opinion.  You,  and  other  men,  may  conclude 
differently.  Prom  the  inert  nature  of  matter — 
from  the  faculties  of  the  human  mind — from 
the  apparent  imperfection  of  God's  moral  gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  world — from  many  modes  of 
analogical  reafoning,  and  from  other  fources, 
fome  of  the  philofophers  of  antiquity  did  colleCt, 
and  modern  philofophers  may,  perhaps,  colleCt 
a  ftrong  probability  of  a  future  exiftence  ;  and 
not  only  of  a  future  exiftence,  but  (which  is 
quite  a  diftinCt  queftion)  of  a  future  ftate  of  ret¬ 
ribution,  proportioned  to  our  moral  conduCt  in 
this  world.  Far  be  it  from  me  to  loofen  any  of 
the  obligations  to  virtue  ;  but  I  muff  confefs, 

that 
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that  I  cannot,  from  the  fame  fources  of  argu- 
mentation,  derive  any  positive  affurance  on  the 
fubjefl:.  Think  then  with  what  thankfulnefs  of 
heart  I  receive  the  Word  of  God,  which  tells 
me,  that  though  “  in  Adam  (by  the  condition 
of  our  nature)  all  die  yet  “  in  Chrift  (by 
the  covenant  of  grace)  fhall  all  be  made  alive/’ 
I  lay  hold  on  eternal  life  as  the  gift  of  God 
through  Jefus  Chrift  I  ccmfider  it  not  as  any 
appendage  to  the  nature  I  derive  from  Adam, 
but  as  the  free  gift  of  the  Almighty,  through 
his  Son,  whom  he  hath  conftituted  Lord  of  all, 
the  Saviour,  the  Advocate,  and  the  Judge  of 
human  kind. 

66  Deifin,”  you  affirm,  cc  teaches  us,  without 
the  poffibility  of  being  miftaken,  all  that  is  ne- 
ceffary  or  proper  to  be  known.”  There  are 
three  things,  which  all  reafonable  men  admit 
are  neceffary  and  proper  to  be  known — the  be¬ 
ing  of  God — the  providence  of  God— a  future 
ftate  of  retribution.  Whether  thefe  three  truths 
are  fo  taught  us  by  deifm,  that  there  is  no  pof¬ 
fibility  of  being  miftaken  concerning  any  of 
them,  let  the  hiftory  of  philofophy,  and  of  idol¬ 
atry,  and  luperftition,  in  all  ages  and  countries, 
determine.  A  volume  might  be  filled  with  an 
account  of  the  miftakes  into  which  the  greateft 
reafoners  have  fallen,  and  of  the  uncertainty  in 
which  they  lived,  with  refpedt  to  every  one  of 
thefe  points.  I  will  advert,  briefly,  only  to  the 
laft  of  them.  Notwithftanding  the  illuftrious 
labours  of  Gaffendi ,  Cudworth ,  Clarke ,  Baxter , 
and  of  above  two  hundred  other  modern  wri¬ 
ters  on  the  iubjeft,  the  natural  mortality  or  im¬ 
mortality  of  the  human  foul  is  as  little  under- 
ftood  by  us,  as  it  was  by  the  philofophers  of 

Greece 
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Greece  or  Rome,  lhe  oppofite  opinions  of 
Plato  and  of  Epicurus ,  on  this  fubject,  have  their 
fever  al  iupporters  amongil  the  learned  of  the 
pi  efent  age,  in  Great  Britain,  Germany,  France, 
Italy,  in  every  enlightened  part  of  the  world  ; 
and  they  who  have  been  molt  ferioufly  occupied 
in  the  ftudy  of  the  queltion  concerning  a  future 
•Rate,  as  deducible  from  the  nature  of  the  hu¬ 
man  foul,  are  lealt  dilpofed  to  give  from  reafon 
a  poiitive  decifion  of  it  either  way.  The  im¬ 
portance  of  revelation  is  by  nothing  rendered 
more  apparent,  than  by  the  difeordant  fenti- 
ments  of  learned  and  good  men  (lor  i  fpeak 
not  ol  the  ignorant  and  immoral)  on  this  point. 
They  Ihew  the  inlufficiency  of  human  reafon, 
in  a  courle  of  above  two  thousand  years,  to 
unfold  the  mylteries  of  human  nature,  and  to 
furnilh,  from  the  contemplation  of  it,  any  affur- 
ance  of  the  quality  of  our  future  condition.  If 
you  fhould  ever  become  perluaded  of  this  infuf- 
ficiency,  (and  you  can  fcarce  fail  of  becoming 
fo,  if  you  examine  the  matter  deeply,)  you  will, 
if  you  aft  rationally,  be  difpofed  to  invelligate, 
with  ferioufnefs  and  impartiality,  the  truth  of 
Chrillianity.  You  will  fay  of  the  gofpel,  as  the 
Northumbrian  heathens  laid  of  Paulinas ,  by 
whom  they  were  converted  to  the  Chriltian  re¬ 
ligion — “  The  more  we  reflect  on  the  nature  of 
our  foul,  the  lei's  we  know  of  it.  Whilft  it 
animates  our  body,  we  may  know  fome  of  its 
properties ;  but  when  once  feparated,  we  know 
not  whither  it  goes,  or  from  whence  it  came. 
Since,  then,  the  gofpel  pretends  to  give  us  clear¬ 
er  notions  ol  thefe  matters,  we  ought  to  hear  it, 
and  laying  alide  all  palfion  and  prejudice,  fol¬ 
low  that  which  lhall  appear  molt  conformable 
to  right  reafon.”  •  What 
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What  a  bleffing  is  it  to  beings,  with  fuch  lim¬ 
ited  capacities  as  ours  confefTedly  are,  to  have 
God  himfelf  for  our  inftru&or  in  every  thing 
which  it  much  concerns  us  to  know  !  We  are 
principally  concerned  in  knowing — not  the  ori¬ 
gin  of  arts,  or  the  recondite  depths  of  fcience — •- 
tiot  the  hiftories  of  mighty  empires  defoliating 
the  globe  by  their  contentions — mot  the  fubtil- 
ties  of  logic,  the  myfteries  of  metaphyfics,  the 
fublimities  of  poetry,  or  the  niceties  of  criticifm. 
Thefe,  and  fubjecls  fuch  as  thefe,  properly  oc¬ 
cupy  the  learned  ieifure  of  a  few  ;  but  the  bulk 
of  human  kind  have  ever  been,  and  mull  ever 
remain,  ignorant  of  them  all  ;  they  muft,  of  ne- 
ceffity,  remain  in  the  fame  flate  with  that  which 
a  German  emperor  voluntarily  put  himfelf  into, 
when  he  made  a^refolution,,  bordering  on  bar- 
barifm,  that  he  would  never  read  a  printed 
book.  We  are  all,  of  every  rank  and  condi¬ 
tion,  equally  concerned  in  knowing — what  will 
become  of  us  after  death  ; — and,  if  we  are  to? 
live  again,  we  are  interefted  in  knowing — 
whether  it  be  poflxble  for  us  to  do  any  thing 
whilft  we  live  here,  which  may  render  that  fu¬ 
ture  life  an  happy  one.  Now,  “  that  thing 
called  Chriftianity,”  as  you  fcoffingly  fpeak — * 
that  lad  beft  gift  of  Almighty  God,  as  I  efteeni 
it,  the  gofpel  of  Jefus  Chrift,  has  given  us  the 
mo  ft  clear  and  fatrsfaftory  information  on  both 
thefe  points.  It  tells  us,  what  deifm  never 
could  have  told  us,  that  we  fhall  certainly  be 
raifed  from  the  dead — that,  whatever  be  the 
nature  of  the  foul,  we  fhall  certainly  live  for 
ever — and  that,  whilft  we  live  here,  it  is  pofli¬ 
ble  for  us  to  do  much  towards  the  rendering 
that  everlafting  life  an  happy  one.  Thefe  are 
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youth  in  ftruggling.  for  worldly  didinction,  or 
perplexed  with  the  mediant  intricacies  of  bufi- 
nClS’  or  bewildered  in  the  purfuits  of  pleaf- 
ure,  they  have  neither  abilitv.  indmo^n  n„. 
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they  are  not  competent  to  anfwer  and  the  loofe 
inorahty  of  the  age  (lb  oppofite  to  Chridian 
perfection  !)  co-operating  with  their  want  of 
fcriptural  knowledge,  they  prefently  get  rid  of 
their  nurfery  faith,  and  are  feldom  fedulous  in 
the  acquifition  of  another  founded,  not  on  au- 
thority,  but  iooer  invedigation.  Prefuming, 
however,  that  many  dcids  are  as  iincere  in  their 
belief  as  I  am  in  mine,  and  knowing  that  feme 
are  more  able,  and  all  as  much  mterelted  as  my. 
fclf,  to  make  a  rational  inquiry  into  the  truth 
of  revealed  religion,  I  feel  no  propen fity  to 
judge  uncharitably  of  any  of  them.  They  do 
not  think  as  I  do,  on  a  fubjeft  furpaffing  all 
outers  in  importance  j  but  they  are  not,  on  that 
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account,  to  be  fpoken  of  by  me  with  afperity  of 
language,  to  be  thought  of  by  me  as  perfons 
alienated  from  the  mercies  of  God.  The  gof- 
pel  has  been  offered  to  their  acceptance  ;  and 
from  whatever  eaufe  they  reject  it,  I  cannot  but 
e/teem  their  fituation  to  be  dangerous.  Under 
the  influence  of  that  perfuafion  I  have  been  in¬ 
duced  to  write  this  book.  I  do  not  exped  to 
derive  from  it  either  fame  or  profit ;  thefe  are 
not  improper  incentives  to  honourable  adivity  ; 
but  theie  is  a  time  of  life  when  they  ceale  to 
dired  the  judgment  of  thinking  men.  What  I 
have  written  will  not,  1  fear,  make  any  inipref- 
fion  on  you  ;  but  I  indulge  an  hope,  that  it 
inay  not  be  without  its  efted  on  forne  of  your 
readers.  Infidelity  is  a  rank  weed,  it  threatens 
.  to  overfpread  the  land  ;  its  root  is  principally 
fixed  amongfl;  the  great  and  opulent,  but  you 
.are  endeavouring  to  extend  the  malignity  of 
its  poifon  through  all  the  claffes  of  the  commu¬ 
nity.  -There  is  a  clafs  of  men  for  whom  I  have 
the  greatefl:  refped,  and  whom  I  am  anxious  to 
preierve  from  the  contamination  of  your  irre- 
hgxon— the  merchants,  manufadurers,  and 
tradefmen  of  the  kingdom.  I  confider  the  in- 
uence  of  tne  example  of  this  clafs  as  eflential 
to  the  welfare  of  the  community.  I  know  that 
:t  tey  are  m  general  given  to  reading,  and  defir- 
ous  of  information  on  all  fubjeds.  If  this  little 
book  fliould  chance  to  fall  into  their  hands  after 
they  have  read  yours,  and  they  fliould  think 
thayany  0i  your  objedions  to  the  authority  of 
the  Bible  have  not  been  fully  anfwered,  I  entreat 
them  to  attribute,  the  omiffion  to  the  brevity 

WnV  Sw  6  -rU-died  ’  £°  my  defire  of  avoiding 
.learned  difquifitions  $  to  my  inadvertency  ;  to 

my 
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my  inability  j  to  any  thing  rather  than  to  an 

P°  *  1  compietely  obviating  every  diffi 
f,“ '?  you  have  brought  forward.6  I  add  S 
lie  fame  requeft  to  foci,  of  the  youth  of  both 
as  may  unhappily  have  imbiber] 
your  writings,  the  poifon  of  infidelity  b  befeLlT 
mg  them  to  believe,  that  all  their’  religions 
doubts  may  be  removed,  though  it  raav  nor 
have  been  m  my  power  to  anfwfr,  to  thefr  fat! 
is  aftion,  all  your  objections.  I  pray  God  that 
the  riling  generation  of  this  land  may  be  ore 
ierved  from  that  “  evil  heart  of  Vbe£f « 
winch  has  brought  ruin  on  a  neighbouring  na 

TonJ  -  ne  -her  a  neSledl5d  education, g  nor 

nor  thefafhP  i-n0r -eVjl  communication, 
nor  the  fafhion  of  a  licentious  world,  may  ever 

induce  them  to  forget,  .that  religion *  alone 
ought  to  be  their  rule  of  life.  6 

In  the  conclufion  of  my  Apology  for  Chrif. 

’"/•  1  Mr.  Gibbon  of  my  extreme 

•uverffon  to  public  controverfy.  I '  a,n  now 
twenty  years  older  than  I  was  then,  and  I 
perceive  that  this  my  averfion  has  increafed 

“y  aS.e-  1  have>  through  life,  abandoned 
my  little  literary  productions  to  their  fate: 
uch  of  them  as  have  been  attacked,  have  never 

f  Pool  it  •  £*  •  si  ^  i  nor  will  this 

receive  any,  it  it  fhould  meet  with  your  public 

notice,  or  with  that  of  any  other  man. 

•Sincerely  wifhing  that  you  may  become  a 

partaker  of  that  faith  in  revealed  religion, 

^Inch  is  the  foundation  of  my  happinefs  in  this 

v'ul  p  and  °*  ad  my  hopes  in  another,  1  bid 
you  farewel. 

c,k.„u  r„K  R-  LANDAFF. 

7an>  so,  1 79 6. 
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